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Abstract: The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) proposes to construct a new 

location, controlled-access reliever route around the city of Lindale in Smith County, Texas, 

referred to as U.S. Highway (US) 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route (Lindale Reliever 

Route). The proposed action is intended to provide relief to the existing US 69 through the city 

of Lindale and extend a proposed toll facility (Loop 49 West) from IH 20 southwest of Lindale to 

US 69 north of Lindale.  

TxDOT prepared this Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which contains errata sheets 

to provide a list of items that were changed to address the minor comments received on the 

Draft EIS. The document also contains the identification of the preferred alternative and 

rationale for selection, a summary of findings, mitigation commitments and a public hearing 

summary.  

 

Comments on the Final EIS are due by March 23, 2015, and should be sent to: 

Mr. Vernon Webb 

Director, Transportation Planning & Development 

Texas Department of Transportation, Tyler District 

2709 West Front Street 

Tyler, Texas 75702 

TYL_LindaleRelieverRoute@txdot.gov 

mailto:TYL_LindaleRelieverRoute@txdot.gov
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The following materials are intended to be appended to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) document completed in October 2013. The DEIS document can be obtained 
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List of Factual Corrections 
 

Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

Executive 
Summary, p. 8, 
lines 25-26 

The current 2013–2016 Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP) lists the estimated construction cost 
for the project as $63.0 million for the 
interim two-lane facility.  

The current 2015–2018 Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 
lists the estimated construction cost for the 
project as $58.8 million for the interim two-
lane facility. 

Construction cost estimate revised in 
current STIP. 

Executive 
Summary, p. 9, 
lines 8-9 

The current 2013–2016 STIP lists the 
estimated construction cost for the project 
as $63.0 million for the interim two-lane 
facility. 

The current 2015–2018 STIP lists the 
estimated construction cost for the project as 
$58.8 million for the interim two-lane facility.  

Construction cost estimate revised in 
current STIP. 

Executive 
Summary, p. 
10, lines 28-30 

A Project Level Toll Analysis is included in 
Regional Toll Analysis will be completed by 
TxDOT and the Tyler Area MPO and 
included in the Final EIS to evaluate 
potential tolling effects on low income and 
minority communities. 

A project-level toll analysis of the proposed 
roadway is provided in Section IV.B.3.e. A 
Regional Toll Analysis was prepared by TxDOT 
and the NET RMA subsequent to publication of 
the DEIS. Based on the time savings and toll 
cost analysis, it is not anticipated that the 
proposed Tyler-Longview regional toll network 
would cause disproportionately high or 
adverse effects on low-income or minority 
populations in the MPO region.  

This is a new conclusion from the 
Regional Toll Analysis that was prepared 
after the DEIS was completed. 

Executive 
Summary, p. 
13, lines 20-39 

A total of seven known archeological sites 
would be impacted by Alternative D (four 
of which could be potentially eligible for 
National Register of Historic Places [NRHP] 
or State Archeological Landmark [SAL] 
listing), while a total of 6 known sites would 
be impacted by Alternative G (one of which 
could be potentially eligible for NRHP or 
SAL listing).  Two of the potentially eligible 

A total of seven known archeological sites are 
located within the Area of Potential Effects 
(APE) for Alternative D (two of which are 
eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places [NHRP] and/or as a State 
Antiquities Landmark [SAL], and two more of 
which have not undergone recommended 
testing to determine eligibility status). A total 
of six archeological sites are located within the 

These conclusions were reached during 
TxDOT and THC coordination conducted 
after the DEIS was completed. 
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Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

archeological sites (Sites 41SM388 and 
41SM393) and a potential platform mound 
were investigated in the Summer of 2011.  
Site 41SM388 is located along both 
Alternatives D and G, while Site 41SM393 
and the potential platform mound are 
located along Alternative D only. The 
archeological survey report containing 
recommendations based on the 
investigations to the THC and TxDOT in 
October 2012 and is awaiting agency 
responses (Hicks & Company, 2012). If 
TxDOT and the THC agree with the survey 
recommendations that these sites are not 
eligible for listing on the NRHP or as SALs, 
coordination will be complete for these 
sites. It is also stated in the October 2012 
report that the landform was determined 
not to be a platform mound as initially 
interpreted.   
 
Two other sites (Sites 41SM394 and 
41SM395) on Alternative D have not been 
investigated due to denied access.  These 
sites cannot be investigated unless TxDOT 
obtains right-of-entry or acquires the right-
of-way in which these sites are located.  If 
the survey report recommendations are 
confirmed by TxDOT and the THC, 
Alternative D would impact seven known 
sites, three of which would still be 
considered potentially eligible; Alternative 

APE for Alternative G (one of which is eligible 
for NRHP/SAL listing). Sites 41SM388 and 
41SM393 underwent testing in the Summer of 
2011 to determine their potential eligibility 
status. Site 41SM388 is located along both 
Alternatives D and G, while Site 41SM393 is 
located along Alternative D only. An 
archeological survey report was submitted to 
TxDOT and the THC in October 2012 (Hicks & 
Company 2012). Following review of the 
archeological survey report, TxDOT 
determined that both sites seem to be 
relatively temporally discrete and reasonably 
productive; appear to have been occupied 
during the Early Caddo and beginning of the 
Middle Caddo periods, both of which are 
poorly understood timeframes; and contain 
artifacts that indicate that the sites potentially 
served as locations of formal activities beyond 
campsites. As a result, TxDOT considers the 
portions of Sites 41SM388 and 41SM393 that 
extend into the APEs for the proposed build 
alternatives eligible for listing as archeological 
properties in the NRHP (36 CFR 800.16[1]). 
The THC concurred with this recommendation 
on January 2, 2013. Due to their eligibility 
statuses, if these sites cannot be avoided 
during construction, mitigation of potential 
impacts to these sites would be required, 
consisting of data recovery excavations. 
Additionally, TxDOT and the THC concur that 
the landform also documented in the October 
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Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

G would impact six known sites, none of 
which would still be considered potentially 
eligible. 
 

2012 report is not a potential platform 
mound, as initially interpreted.  

Two other sites (Sites 41SM394–395) within 
the APE for Alternative D have not been 
investigated due to a lack of access to these 
properties. These sites cannot be investigated 
unless TxDOT obtains right-of-entry or 
acquires the right-of-way in which these sites 
are located.  

Following coordination with TxDOT and the 
THC, it has been determined that the APE for 
Alternative D contains seven known sites, two 
of which are eligible for NHRP/SAL listing, and 
two more of which have not undergone 
recommended testing to determine eligibility 
status. The APE for Alternative G contains six 
known sites, one of which is eligible for 
NRHP/SAL listing. However, construction of 
either of the build alternatives would be 
anticipated to avoid adverse impacts to any 
sites eligible for NRHP/SAL listing. In the event 
that avoidance were not feasible, data 
recovery investigations would be required.   

Executive 
Summary, p. 
15, lines 23-24 

It is anticipated that compensatory 
mitigation for impacts to wetlands would 
be accomplished using the Anderson Tract 
maintained by the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD). 

It is anticipated that compensatory mitigation 
for impacts to wetlands would either be 
accomplished using the Anderson Tract 
maintained by the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (TPWD) or another approved 
wetland mitigation bank. 

Additional wetland mitigation bank 
language included since TPWD Anderson 
Tract may not be available to NET RMA. 
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Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

Executive 
Summary, p. 
15, lines 32-34 

Regarding cultural resources, 
recommendations concerning mitigation of 
adverse effects are 
forthcoming, pending THC and TxDOT 
response to the results of the eligibility 
testing of Sites 
41SM388 and 41SM393. 

TxDOT and the THC have determined that 
Sites 41SM388 and 41SM393 are eligible for 
listing in the NRHP. Therefore, if avoidance of 
these sites during construction of the 
proposed project were not feasible, mitigation 
of potential impacts to these sites would 
necessitate data recovery excavations. 

These conclusions were reached during 
TxDOT and THC coordination conducted 
after the DEIS was completed. 

Executive 
Summary, p. 
17, Table ES-2, 
last row 

Alternative D: Impact 7 known 
archeological sites; 4 potentially NRHP/SAL-
eligible sites* 
Alternative G: Impact 6 known 
archeological sites; 1 potentially NRHP/SAL-
eligible* 

Alternative D: A total of 7 archeological sites 
are located within the APE, two of which (Sites 
43SM388 and 41SM393) are considered 
NRHP/SAL eligible and two of which (Sites 
41SM394–395) have not undergone 
recommended testing due to lack of 
accessibility.  
Alternative G: A total of 6 known archeological 
sites are located within the APE, one of which 
(Site 41SM388) is considered NRHP/SAL 
eligible.  

These conclusions were reached during 
TxDOT and THC coordination conducted 
after the DEIS was completed. 

Executive 
Summary, p. 
17, Table ES-2 
footnote 

*Pending TxDOT and THC concurrence. If 
report recommendations are confirmed, 
Alternative D would impact 7 known 
archeological sites, 3 of which are 
considered potentially NRHP/SAL-eligible, 
while Alternative G would impact 6 known 
archeological sites, none of which are 
considered potentially NRHP/SAL-eligible. 

TxDOT and the THC have determined that 
Sites 41SM388 and 41SM393 are eligible for 
NRHP/SAL listing. However, it is anticipated 
that these sites would be avoided during 
construction, and adverse impacts to these 
sites would not be expected to occur under 
either of the build alternatives. In the event 
that avoidance of impacts to these sites is not 
feasible, data recovery excavations would be 
required.  

These conclusions were reached during 
TxDOT and THC coordination conducted 
after the DEIS was completed. 
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Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

I.D.1., p. 28, 
lines 22-28 

The proposed Lindale Reliever Route 
project is listed in the 2013–2016 Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP) under Appendix C: Projects 
Undergoing Environmental Assessment. 
According to the STIP, the project is listed 
as Loop 49 (Ultimate 4-Lane Facility) (Toll), 
Project ID SM-30, with an estimated total 
project cost of $82.3 million (and a 
construction cost of $63.0 million). The 
project is also include in the Tyler Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s 
(MPO’s) Metropolitan Transportation 
Program (MTP) 2035 as Loop 49 (Segment 
4) as a tolled facility. Excerpts from the STIP 
and MTP are included in Appendix E.  

The proposed Lindale Reliever Route project is 
listed in the 2015–2018 Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 
under CSJ 0190-04-033. According to the STIP, 
the project is listed as Loop 49 (Ultimate 4-
Lane Facility) (Toll), Project ID SM-30, with an 
estimated total project cost of $75,506,462 
(and a construction cost of $58,778,189). The 
project is also included in the Tyler Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO’s) 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2035 
as Loop 49 (Segment 4) as a tolled facility. 
Excerpts from the STIP and MTP are included 
in Appendix E. 

This is updated STIP and MTP 
information for the project. 

I.D.1., p. 28, 
lines 28-30 

A project-level toll analysis of the proposed 
roadway is provided at Section IV.B.3.e. A 
Regional Toll Analysis will be completed by 
TxDOT and the Tyler Area MPO and 
included in the Final EIS to evaluate 
potential tolling effects on low income and 
minority communities. 

A project-level toll analysis of the proposed 
roadway is provided at Section IV.B.3.e. A 
Regional Toll Network Analysis was prepared 
by TxDOT and the NET RMA subsequent to 
publication of the DEIS. Based on the time 
savings and toll cost analysis, it is not 
anticipated that the proposed Tyler-Longview 
regional toll network would cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
low-income or minority communities in the 
MPO regions.  

This is a new conclusion from the 
Regional Toll Analysis that was prepared 
after the DEIS was completed. 

II.D., p. 51, 
lines 31-33 

According to the 2013–2016 STIP, though, 
the construction cost for the proposed 
project is estimated at $62,954,128 (with a 
total project cost for the interim facility 
estimated at $82,268,454).  

According to the 2015–2018 STIP, though, the 
construction cost for the proposed project is 
estimated at $58,778,189 with a total project 
cost for the interim facility estimated at 
$75,506,462). 

Construction cost estimate revised in 
current STIP. 
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Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

II.D.4., p. 54, 
Table 7, last 
row and 
footnote 

Construction Costs (millions)* 
Alternative D: $63.0           
Alternative G: $63.0 
*These construction costs are based upon 
the 2013–2016 STIP estimated for the 
interim phase, which is not distinguished by 
alternative. Preliminary engineering 
evaluations adjusted by the Value 
Engineering study were $72.7 million for 
Alternative D and $71.6 million for 
Alternative G.  

Construction Costs (million)* 
Alternative D: $58.8          
 Alternative G: $58.8 
*These construction costs are based upon the 
2015–2018 STIP estimated for the interim 
phase, which is not distinguished by 
alternative. Preliminary engineering 
evaluations adjusted by the Value Engineering 
study were $72.7 million for Alternative D and 
$71.6 million for Alternative G. 

Construction cost estimate revised in 
current STIP. 

II.E.1, p. 54, 
lines 28-30 and 
p. 55, lines 4-5 

The original cost estimate was preliminary; 
the 2013–2016 STIP now lists the estimated 
construction cost for the interim phase of 
the proposed project as $63.0 million, with 
the total project cost estimated to be $82.3 
million.  
 
…the 2013–2016 STIP now lists the 
estimated construction cost for the 
proposed project as $63.0 million, with the 
total project cost estimated to be $82.3 
million. 

The original cost estimate was preliminary; the 
2015–2018 STIP now lists the estimated 
construction cost for the interim phase of the 
proposed project as $58.8 million, with the 
total project cost estimated to be $75.5 
million. 
 
…the 2015–2018 STIP now lists the estimated 
construction cost for the proposed project as 
$58.8 million, with the total project cost 
estimated to be $75.5 million. 

Construction cost estimate revised in 
current STIP. 

III.A.5.a., p. 62, 
lines 20-28 

III.A.5.a   2013–2016 Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program  
 
The Tyler Area MPO’s TIP was included in 
the 2013–2016 STIP in August 2012. The 
STIP (included in Appendix E), includes the 
proposed project (CSJ 0190-04-033) as a 
two-lane new location controlled access 
toll road as an extension of Loop 49 (with a 

III.A.5.a   2015–2018 Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Program  
 
The 2015–2018 STIP was approved on 
December 2, 2014 (included in Appendix E), 
and includes the proposed project (CSJ 0190-
04-033) as a two-lane new location controlled 
access toll road as an extension of Loop 49 
(with a four-lane ultimate build-out scenario). 

This is updated STIP information and the 
construction cost estimate was revised.  
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Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

four-lane ultimate build-out scenario). The 
2013–2016 STIP lists the project 
construction cost as $62,954,128 for the 
interim facility, with a total project cost 
estimate of $82,268,454. 

The 2015–2018 STIP lists the project 
construction cost as $58,778,189 for the 
interim facility, with a total project cost 
estimate of $75,506,462. 

III.E.1., p. 81, 
lines 32-33 

…Appendix C: Project Undergoing 
Environmental Assessment in the 2013–
2016 STIP (see Appendix E for copies of the 
MTP and STIP pages).  

…under CSJ 0190-04-033 in the 2015–2018 
STIP (see Appendix E for copies of the MTP 
and STIP pages). 

This is updated STIP and MTP 
information for the project. 

III.G.5.a., p. 
100, Table 27 
footnote 

¹EO ID = Element of Occurrence Record 
Identification Number for species observed. 
TPWD TxNDD was searched June 8, 2009, 
utilizing an approximate 1.5-mile radius of 
the proposed project. 

¹EO ID = Element of Occurrence Record 
Identification Number for species observed. 
TPWD TxNDD was searched April 2, 2013, 
utilizing an approximate 1.5-mile radius 
around the proposed project. 

The TPWD TxNDD search date in Table 
27 was not updated in the DEIS. 

III.H.2.b., p. 
111, lines 27-
31 

Project archeologists submitted the results 
of these investigations to TxDOT and the 
THC in October 2012; as of the date of this 
DEIS, a response is pending. If TxDOT and 
the THC agree with the recommendations 
that these sites are not eligible for listing in 
the NRHP or as SALs, coordination will be 
complete for these 
sites. 

According to TxDOT and the THC, Sites 
41SM388 and 41SM393 are considered 
eligible for NRHP/SAL listing. Both sites are 
located within the APE for Alternative D; only 
Site 41SM388 is located within the APE for 
Alternative G. These sites would be expected 
to be avoided during construction of either of 
the build alternatives, and adverse impacts to 
these sites would not be anticipated. If 
construction of the proposed project could not 
avoid impacts to these eligible sites, data 
recovery excavations would be required.  

These conclusions were reached during 
TxDOT and THC coordination conducted 
after the DEIS was completed. 

IV.B.3.e., p. 
137, lines 26-
28 

The toll for the proposed facility is 
expected to be $0.10 per mile using 
electronic toll collection (TxTags) only. 

The toll for the proposed facility is expected to 
be $0.15 per mile using electronic toll 
collection (TxTags) only. 

This is updated information from the 
Regional Toll Analysis that was prepared 
after the DEIS was completed. 
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IV.B.3.e., p. 
141, lines 1-2 

A Regional Toll Analysis will be completed 
by TxDOT and the Tyler Area MPO and 
included in the Final EIS to evaluate 
potential tolling effects on low-income and 
minority communities. 

TxDOT, in conjunction with the NET RMA, 
prepared a regional toll network analysis for 
the Tyler-Longview area. The analysis 
examined the overall potential indirect and 
cumulative effects of the proposed toll 
network, including the potential impacts to EJ 
populations, land use and air quality. The 
Tyler-Longview regional toll network is 
envisioned as a proposed 46-mile-long, limited 
access toll network located in the northeast 
Texas counties of Smith, Gregg, Upshur, and 
Harrison. This report supplements the 2035 
Tyler and Longview Metropolitan 
Transportation Plans (MTPs). Based on the 
time savings and toll cost analysis, it is not 
anticipated that the proposed Tyler-Longview 
regional toll network would cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
low-income or minority populations in the 
MPO regions. The existing road network 
connects many of the identified EJ populations 
in the region to major employment centers. 
Because the proposed toll network would be 
constructed as a new location roadway, low-
income populations wishing to avoid paying a 
toll would have many existing non-toll routes 
as alternatives. If EJ populations do choose to 
use the toll road, they would realize a time 
benefit over using the non-toll network, 
though the regular use of the toll network 
would be an added expense to low income 
populations.  

These conclusions were reached in the 
Regional Toll Analysis that was prepared 
after the DEIS was completed. 



 

US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Relief Route FEIS Errata Sheet—February 2015      9 

Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

IV. G.2.b., p. 
156, lines 38-
39 

See Section VII.B.1 for more detail on off-
site mitigation via the Anderson Tract. 

 

TxDOT could potentially coordinate with the 
NET RMA and utilize the Anderson Tract for 
off-site mitigation purposes. If not, the NET 
RMA would utilize another approved wetland 
mitigation bank for this purpose. Further 
detail regarding off-site mitigation is provided 
in Section VII.B.1. 

Additional wetland mitigation bank 
language included since TPWD Anderson 
Tract may not be available to NET RMA. 

IV.G.4.b., p. 
168, Table 47 
regarding: 

Black bear  
Ursus 
americanus  
 

 

Due to habitat fragmentation and 
development, the project area would be 
unlikely to provide suitable habitat (remote 
tracts of undeveloped forested land greater 
than 2,500 acres) for a resident population 
of bears. Transient bears could potentially 
utilize forested areas as travel corridors, 
but such use would be considered unlikely 
and is unlikely due to nearby development. 
No sightings of black bears have been 
reported in Smith County since before 
1977. The project would have no impact to 
this species.  

Due to habitat fragmentation and 
development, the project area would be 
unlikely to provide suitable habitat (remote 
tracts of undeveloped forested land greater 
than 2,500 acres) for a resident population of 
bears. Transient bears could potentially utilize 
forested areas as travel corridors, but such use 
would be considered unlikely and is unlikely 
due to nearby development. No sightings of 
black bears have been reported in Smith 
County since before 1977. The project would 
have no effect on this species. 

The change from “effect” to “impact” in 
the last sentence was an editorial 
change made to reflect language more 
appropriate for federally listed species. 

IV.H.2.a., p. 
169, lines 13-
14 

Agency responses regarding the 
recommendations for these sites are 
pending as of the date of this DEIS. 

However, according to TxDOT and the THC, 
Sites 41SM388 and 41SM393 are considered 
eligible for NRHP/SAL listing based on their 
temporal discreteness and reasonable 
productivity. As a result, avoidance or 
mitigation of potential impacts to these sites 
would be required.  

These conclusions were reached during 
TxDOT and THC coordination conducted 
after the DEIS was completed. 
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IV.H.2.a., p. 
169, lines 29-
33 

The only site within the APE for Alternative 
G that was considered to be potentially 
eligible for listing in the NRHP or as an SAL 
(Site 41SM388) underwent further 
investigation and is recommended as 
NRHP/SAL-ineligible; however, concurrence 
with the results of this investigation by  
TxDOT and the THC is pending (as stated 
above). 

The only site within the APE for Alternative G 
that was considered potentially eligible for 
listing in the NRHP or as an SAL (Site 
41SM388) underwent further investigation 
during the Summer of 2011. Following 
coordination with TxDOT and the THC, Site 
41SM388 was determined to be eligible for 
NRHP/SAL listing, as stated above, and 
avoidance or mitigation of potential impacts 
to this site would be required.  

These conclusions were reached during 
TxDOT and THC coordination conducted 
after the DEIS was completed. 

IV.P., p. 180, 
Table 48 & 
footnote 

*Concurrence by TxDOT and the THC with 
the recommendations made in the October 
2012 report regarding the ineligibility of 
Sites 41SM388 and 41SM393 is pending. If 
TxDOT and the THC agree with these 
recommendations, then Alternative D 
would impact seven archeological sites, 
three of which would be considered 
potentially NRHP/SAL-eligible, while 
Alternative G would impact six 
archeological sites, none of which would be 
considered potential NRHP/SAL-eligible. 

TxDOT and the THC have determined that 
Sites 41SM388 and 41SM393 are eligible for 
NHRP/SAL listing. Therefore, a total of seven 
archeological sites are located within the APE 
for Alternative D, two of which are considered 
eligible for NRHP/SAL listing and two of which 
have not undergone recommended testing 
due to lack of accessibility. A total of six 
archeological sites are located within the APE 
for Alternative G, one of which is considered 
eligible for NRHP/SAL listing. Any impacts to 
eligible sites would be avoided during 
construction of either of the build alternatives; 
in the event that avoidance were not feasible, 
data recovery investigations would be 
required.    

These conclusions were reached during 
TxDOT and THC coordination conducted 
after the DEIS was completed. 

V.B.1.a., p. 
184, lines 1-2 

...the Tyler Area MPO’s 2035 MTP (Tyler 
Area MPO, 2010) and the 2013–2016 STIP 
(Tyler Area MPO, 2012). 

...the Tyler Area MPO’s 2035 MTP (Tyler Area 
MPO, 2010) and the 2015–2018 STIP. 

This is an updated STIP reference. 
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Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

VI.F.2.c., p. 
214, lines 4-6 

A regional toll analysis (RTA) will be 
completed by TxDOT and the Tyler Area 
MPO and included in the Final EIS to 
evaluate potential tolling effects on low 
income and minority communities. 

A Regional Toll Network Analysis was prepared 
by TxDOT and the NET RMA subsequent to 
publication of the DEIS. Based on the time 
savings and toll cost analysis, it is not 
anticipated that the proposed Tyler-Longview 
regional toll network would cause 
disproportionately high or adverse effects on 
low-income or minority communities in the 
MPO regions.   

This is a new conclusion from the 
Regional Toll Analysis that was prepared 
after the DEIS was completed. 

VI.F.2.c., p. 
214, lines 16-
20 

The Tyler Area MTP 2035 (Tyler Area MPO, 
2010) does not include a network level EJ 
analysis for toll roads. However, as the 
agency responsible for coordinating the 
regional transportation planning process, 
the Tyler Area MPO has sought to make 
sure that all segments of the population 
have been involved with the planning 
process, including the MTP, the 
transportation improvement program, and 
specific project planning. 

The Tyler Area MTP 2035 (Tyler Area MPO, 
2010) does not include a network level EJ 
analysis for toll roads; however, a Regional 
Toll Analysis was conducted in 2014 which 
supplements the 2035 Tyler and Longview 
Metropolitan Transportation Plans. As the 
agency responsible for coordinating the 
regional transportation planning process, the 
Tyler Area MPO has sought to make sure that 
all segments of the population have been 
involved with the planning process, including 
the MTP, the transportation improvement 
program, and specific project planning. 

This is a reference to the Regional Toll 
Analysis that was prepared after the 
DEIS was completed. 

VI.I.2, p. 220, 
lines 30-32 

Compensatory mitigation for impacts to 
project area wetlands would most likely 
occur at the Anderson Tract, located in 
northern Smith County.   

Compensatory mitigation for impacts to 
project area wetlands would either occur in 
cooperation with TxDOT at the Anderson 
Tract, located in northern Smith County, or at 
another approved wetland mitigation site 
selected by the NET RMA.   

Additional wetland mitigation bank 
language included since TPWD Anderson 
Tract may not be available to NET RMA. 
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Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

VI.I.2, p. 223, 
Table 53, last 
row 

6 (Alt. G) to 7 (Alt. D) known archeological 
sites impacted 

7 sites (2 eligible, 2 undetermined) within APE 
for Alternative D; 6 sites (1 eligible) within the 
APE for Alternative G  

The eligibility conclusions were reached 
during TxDOT and THC coordination 
conducted after the DEIS was 
completed. 

VI.I.4., p. 224, 
lines 14-16 

Depending on the proposed construction 
alternative, current field investigations 
indicate that seven (Alternative D) or six 
(Alternative G) known archeological sites 
would be directly impacted by the 
proposed undertaking.  The undertaking’s 
direct effects on these sites are being 
coordinated with TxDOT Environmental 
Affairs and ultimate determination of their 
significance is yet to be finalized. 

Depending on the proposed construction 
alternative, archeological field investigations 
indicate that a total of seven and six 
archeological sites are located within the APEs 
for Alternatives D and G, respectively. Two of 
the sites located within the APE for Alternative 
D (Sites 41SM388 and 41SM393) are 
considered eligible for NHRP/SAL listing, and 
two more sites (Sites 41SM394–395) have not 
undergone recommended testing due to lack 
of accessibility. One site within the APE for 
Alternative G (Site 41SM388) is considered 
eligible for NRHP/SAL listing. Impacts to any 
listed sites would be avoided during 
construction of the proposed project; if 
impacts cannot be avoided, mitigation of 
these sites in the form of data recovery 
investigations would be required.  

These conclusions were reached during 
TxDOT and THC coordination conducted 
after the DEIS was completed. 

VII.B., p. 225, 
lines 27-30 

Regarding cultural resources, 
recommendations concerning mitigation of 
adverse effects are forthcoming, pending 
TxDOT and THC review of the October 2012 
report of the testing investigations at Sites 
41SM388 and 41SM393 and the results of 
the eligibility testing that would be 
required for Sites 41SM394 and 41SM395. 

Regarding cultural resources, TxDOT and the 
THC determined that Sites 41SM388 and 
41SM393 are eligible for NRHP/SAL listing. 
Therefore, these sites would need to be 
avoided during construction of either of the 
build alternatives. If avoidance is not feasible, 
data recovery investigations would be 
required. Sites 41SM394 and 41SM395 have 

These conclusions were reached during 
TxDOT and THC coordination conducted 
after the DEIS was completed. 
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Section, Page,  
Line(s) Original Statement Errata Explanation  

not undergone recommended eligibility 
testing. If Alternative D were selected, these 
sites would be required to undergo testing in 
order to determine their potential eligibility 
status.   

VII.B.1, p. 226, 
lines 4-7 

The Tyler District would apply for a permit 
prior to construction pursuant to its MOA 
with resource protection agencies 
regarding the Anderson Tract Mitigation 
Project for Highway Impacts to Wetlands 
Requiring Department of the Army Permits 
(TxDOT, 1994). 

Either the NET RMA or the TxDOT Tyler District 
would apply for an individual permit prior to 
construction. If it is the Tyler District or if the 
NET RMA can utilize the Anderson Tract, the 
permit would be acquired pursuant to the 
TxDOT MOA with resource protection agencies 
regarding the Anderson Tract Mitigation 
Project for Highway Impacts to Wetlands 
Requiring Department of the Army Permits 
(TxDOT, 1994). If the NET RMA acquires the 
permit and cannot utilize the Anderson Tract, 
another approved wetland mitigation site 
would be utilized for offsite mitigation.  

Additional wetland mitigation bank 
language included since TPWD Anderson 
Tract may not be available to NET RMA. 

Appendix E 2013–2016 STIP page included 2015–2018 STIP page to be included (see 
attachment) 

This is an updated STIP reference. 
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Rationale for Why Comments Do Not Warrant Further TxDOT Response in the FEIS 

The primary reason for why there is no need for further TxDOT response in the FEIS is there was 
little to no controversy from the public or reviewing agencies regarding the project and its 
impacts as described in the DEIS. A summary of the comments received follows.  

The table below summarizes the main issues cited in the comments received during and after 
the public hearing from the general public, elected officials, and state and federal agencies. 
These main issues include: general opposition to the proposed project; issues regarding tolling; 
and issues regarding right of way acquisition and/or access changes. Comments that express 
general support of or no opposition to the proposed project are also included in the table 
below. Each reference to a main issue is included in the table; therefore, comments that 
mention multiple issues may be included in the table more than once. Two comments 
requesting further information regarding the proposed project are not included in this tally.  

Summary of Main Issues Cited in Public Hearing Comments 

Issue Number of Comments* 

General support and/or no opposition 25 

General opposition 1 

Issues regarding tolling 2 

Issues regarding right of way acquisition and/or access 
changes 

10 

*Number of comments indicates the number of times an issue is referenced. Some comments may reference more 
than one issue. Not all issues referenced in comments are included in this table. Appendix E includes all comments 
in their entirety. 

 
Comments from the General Public and Elected Officials 

Comments received from the general public and elected officials during and after the public 
hearing regarding the US 69/Loop 49 Draft EIS generally indicate support for the proposed 
improvements; however, some individuals express concern regarding specific elements of the 
project.  These concerns include:  

• opposition to tolling the facility;  
• issues regarding right of way acquisition; and 
• the long-term economic impacts of traffic bypassing Lindale.  
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Statements indicating support for the improvements cite the following as potential benefits of 
the proposed project: 

• support and promotion of future economic growth in the Lindale area; 
• safety improvements, particularly with regard to truck traffic; and 
• travel time savings. 

All general public and elected official comments and TxDOT’s responses can be found in the 
Public Hearing Summary and Analysis document and its appendices which are included in 
Appendix I.2. 

Based upon the lack of controversy, as evidenced by public and agency comments, no further 
response by the TxDOT is justified in the FEIS. 
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Reevaluation (23 CFR 771.129) or Supplemental EIS (23 CFR 771.130) 
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Circumstances that Would Trigger TxDOT Reappraisal or Further Response in the Form of 
Reevaluation (23 CFR 771.129) or Supplemental EIS (23 CFR 771.130) 

 
 
Neither reevaluation under 23 CFR 771.129, nor supplemental EIS under 23 CFR 771.130 are 
warranted in the case of the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route project. Potential 
circumstances which would trigger the need for reevaluation or supplemental EIS are 
accompanied by the rationale for why this project does not meet such thresholds in the text 
below. The Code of Federal Regulation language is italicized, and the rationale is bolded. 
 
Reevaluation (23 CFR 771.129) 

(a) A written evaluation of the draft EIS shall be prepared by the applicant in cooperation with 
the Administration if an acceptable final EIS is not submitted to the Administration within three 
years from the date of the draft EIS circulation. The purpose of this evaluation is to determine 
whether or not a supplement to the draft EIS or a new draft EIS is needed. 
Hard copies of the Draft EIS were circulated on November 5, 2013, and made available 
electronically November 8, 2013, through Federal Register publication on that date. This FEIS 
will be submitted well before the 23 CFR 771.129 mandated three-year timeframe. 

(b) A written evaluation of the final EIS will be required before further approvals may be granted 
if major steps to advance the action (e.g., authority to undertake final design, authority to 
acquire a significant portion of the right-of-way, or approval of the plans, specifications and 
estimates) have not occurred within three years after the approval of the final EIS, final EIS 
supplement, or the last major Administration approval or grant. 
Authority to undertake final design, acquire a significant portion of the right of way and 
approval of plans, specifications and estimates are anticipated to advance well prior to the 23 
CFR 771.129 mandated three year timeframe from Final EIS approval.   

(c) After approval of the ROD, FONSI, or CE designation, the applicant shall consult with the 
Administration prior to requesting any major approvals or grants to establish whether or not the 
approved environmental document or CE designation remains valid for the requested 
Administration action. These consultations will be documented when determined necessary by 
the Administration. 
The applicant will consult with the Administration after the ROD is approved, prior to 
requesting any major approvals or grants to establish whether or not the environmental 
document remains valid for the requested Administration action. 
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Supplemental EIS (23 CFR 771.130) 
 

(a) A draft EIS, final EIS, or supplemental EIS may be supplemented at any time. An EIS shall be 
supplemented whenever the Administration determines that: 
 
(1) Changes to the proposed action would result in significant environmental impacts that were 
not evaluated in the EIS; or 
No changes to the proposed action are anticipated on the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale 
Reliever Route project. 
 
(2) New information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the 
proposed action or its impacts would result in significant environmental impacts not evaluated 
in the EIS. 
No new information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns of the proposed 
action (US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route project) have come to light which would 
result in significant environmental impacts not evaluated in the Draft EIS. While Sites 
41SM388 and 41SM393 have been determined to be eligible for NRHP/SAL listing, impacts to 
these sites would be avoided during construction of the proposed project. In the event that 
avoidance of impacts to these sites was not feasible, mitigative measures would be 
implemented.   
 
(b) However, a supplemental EIS will not be necessary where: 
 
(1) The changes to the proposed action, new information, or new circumstances result in a 
lessening of adverse environmental impacts evaluated in the EIS without causing other 
environmental impacts that are significant and were not evaluated in the EIS; or 
No new information or circumstances are known relevant to environmental concerns of the 
proposed action (US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route project) or its impacts which 
would result in significant environmental impacts not evaluated in the Draft EIS. 
 
(2) The Administration decides to approve an alternative fully evaluated in an approved final EIS 
but not identified as the preferred alternative. In such a case, a revised ROD shall be prepared 
and circulated in accordance with § 771.127(b). 
No change in the proposed preferred alternative (G) has occurred or is anticipated to occur, 
and the proposed action remains consistent with that described in the Draft EIS. 
 
(c) Where the Administration is uncertain of the significance of the new impacts, the applicant 
will develop appropriate environmental studies or, if the Administration deems appropriate, an 
EA to assess the impacts of the changes, new information, or new circumstances. If, based upon 
the studies, the Administration determines that a supplemental EIS is not necessary, the 
Administration shall so indicate in the project file. 
No new impacts are anticipated or known; therefore, this would not be applicable at this 
time. 
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(d) A supplement is to be developed using the same process and format (i.e., draft EIS, final EIS, 
and ROD) as an original EIS, except that scoping is not required. 
This would not be applicable at this time. 
 
(e) A supplemental draft EIS may be necessary for major new fixed guideway capital projects 
proposed for FTA funding if there is a substantial change in the level of detail on project impacts 
during project planning and development. The supplement will address site-specific impacts and 
refined cost estimates that have been developed since the original draft EIS. 
This would not be applicable as this is a roadway project with FHWA funding. 
 
(f) In some cases, a supplemental EIS may be required to address issues of limited scope, such as 
the extent of proposed mitigation or the evaluation of location or design variations for a limited 
portion of the overall project. Where this is the case, the preparation of a supplemental EIS shall 
not necessarily: 
 
(1) Prevent the granting of new approvals; 
 
(2) Require the withdrawal of previous approvals; or 
 
(3) Require the suspension of project activities; for any activity not directly affected by the 
supplement. If the changes in question are of such magnitude to require a reassessment of the 
entire action, or more than a limited portion of the overall action, the Administration shall 
suspend any activities which would have an adverse environmental impact or limit the choice of 
reasonable alternatives, until the supplemental EIS is completed. 
No issues of limited scope related to mitigation or design variations are anticipated that 
cannot be handled as routine matters during the project implementation process.  
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Identification of the Preferred Alternative and Rationale for Selection 

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) proposes to construct a new location, full 
control of access reliever route around the city of Lindale in Smith County, Texas, referred to as 
U.S. Highway (US) 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route (Lindale Reliever Route). The 
proposed action is intended to provide relief to the existing US 69 through the city of Lindale 
and extend a proposed toll facility (Loop 49 West) from IH 20 southwest of Lindale to US 69 
north of Lindale. This proposed facility would extend north from the completed Loop 49 West 
terminus at IH 20, bypassing Lindale and terminating at US 69 north of Lindale. The proposed 
action was developed, analyzed and vetted through an extensive feasibility and routing process 
which included many public involvement opportunities from 1999 through the 2013 publication 
date of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The proposed project began National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance activity as an Environmental Assessment 
(EA) and was elevated to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), due in part to controversy 
regarding proximity of western alternative corridors to the city of Hideaway and eastern 
alternative corridors to the city of Lindale and youth camp facilities. 
 
Over the course of three steering committee meetings, four public meetings, two public 
scoping meetings, three public participating agency meetings and three affected property 
owner meetings, a technically preferred alignment with broad support was identified 
(Alternative G). Alternative G is proposed as a 7.4-mile-long new location roadway consisting of 
a four-lane divided freeway ultimate section in a usual minimum 450-foot right of way. The 
project would most likely be built in phases, with an interim design consisting of a two-lane 
section. Neither the interim nor ultimate design provides for continuous access roads.  
 
Alternative G is identified as the technically preferred alternative primarily due to fewer 
impacts to the human environment. In comparison to the other build alternative considered 
(Alternative D), Alternative G would result in fewer residential relocations, fewer commercial 
displacements and affect less area occupied by residential, commercial and community facility 
land uses. The preferred build alternative would also result in safety, mobility, and capacity 
improvements to the regional transportation system that would not be provided by the No 
Build Alternative. 
 
The proposed design specifications, typical sections and impact scenarios have not changed 
since publication of the DEIS and can be reviewed in more detail on pp. 51-57 of the DEIS in 
Sections II.D. Description of Reasonable Alternative Alignments and No Build Alternative and 
II.E. Technically Preferred Alternative.  
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Summary of Findings 

A summary of potential direct impacts of the No Build and Build Alternatives is presented by 
resource category in the table below. This summary is similar to the findings presented in Table 
48 Summary of Environmental Consequences (found on pp. 179-180 of the DEIS), since no 
changes are anticipated with respect to the preferred alternative (Alternative G) or proposed 
project design. A summary of indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed project is also 
provided below.  

US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route - Summary of Environmental Consequences 
Resource 
Impacted 

Quantity/Nature of Impact 

No Build Alternative D Preferred Alternative G 

Land 

No direct impacts, though if the 
Reliever Route is not constructed, 
existing roadways would need to 
be improved to alleviate 
congestion. 

Conversion of 423.15 acres of 
existing land uses to 
transportation use. 

Conversion of  427.5 acres of 
existing land uses to 
transportation use. 

Community Quality of 
Life 

No acquisition of property or 
displacements, though 
congestion conditions would 
continue to deteriorate, and 
required future improvements to 
US 69 would be costly in terms of 
dollars and traffic disruptions. 

Relocation of 18 residences and 6 
businesses; removal of property 
from local tax rolls; temporary 
localized effects (detours, traffic 
delays) on community quality of 
life during construction; one-third 
of residential relocations  would 
occur within a census tract in 
which 56 percent is minority; 
however, these impacts would 
not result in disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts to 
these populations. The RTA 
conducted as a part of the 
proposed project also indicated 
that the tolled facility would not 
result in disproportionately high 
and adverse effects to minority or 
low-income populations.   

Relocation of 10 residences and 1 
businesses; removal of property 
from local tax rolls; temporary 
localized effects (detours, traffic 
delays) on community quality of 
life during construction; potential 
environmental justice concerns; 
Alternative G would not cause 
adverse effects to EJ populations 
and would therefore not result in 
disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts to minority or 
low-income populations.  The 
RTA conducted as a part of the 
proposed project also indicated 
that the tolled facility would not 
result in disproportionately high 
and adverse effects to minority or 
low-income populations.   

Water Resources, 
Including Waters of 
the U.S. and Wetlands 

No impacts to surface water 
quality, floodplains, groundwater, 
waters of the U.S. or wetlands. 

Seven crossings of waters of the 
U.S. including 4 wetlands 
affected; 6.17 acres of floodplains 
occur within the proposed right-
of-way; potential changes in 
hydrology, flow characteristics; 
increased TSS in storm water 
runoff (construction phase). 

Eight crossings of waters of the 
U.S. including 5 wetlands 
affected; 23.64 acres of 
floodplains occur within the 
proposed right-of-way; potential 
changes in hydrology, flow 
characteristics; increased TSS in 
storm water runoff (construction 
phase). 

Vegetation No impacts to vegetation 
resources. 

373.17 acres of vegetation 
removed, including 206.85 acres 
of forest vegetation. 

394.55 acres of vegetation 
removed, including 196.63 acres 
of forest vegetation. 

Wildlife No impacts to wildlife resources. Habitat loss or alteration; displacement of wildlife. 
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US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route - Summary of Environmental Consequences 
Resource 
Impacted 

Quantity/Nature of Impact 

No Build Alternative D Preferred Alternative G 

Threatened or 
Endangered Species 

No effects/impacts to any 
federally or state-listed 
threatened or endangered 
species 

No T&E species or habitat for federally listed species directly affected.  
Some potential habitat for state-listed species impacted. 

Soils/Farmland No impacts to prime farmland 
soils. 

Conversion of 13.18 acres of 
prime farmland soils to 
transportation use; soil 
compaction in some areas 
within right of way. 

Conversion of 12.18 acres of prime 
farmland soils to transportation use; 
soil compaction in some areas within 
right of way. 

Hazardous Materials No impact to hazardous materials 
sites. 

Potential to impact 2 
hazardous materials sites; use 
of potential contaminants 
(fuel, solvents) and generation 
of solid waste during 
construction; roadway 
pollutants in runoff during 
operation. 

No impact to any known potential 
hazardous materials sites; use of 
potential contaminants (fuel, 
solvents) and generation of solid 
waste during construction; roadway 
pollutants in runoff during 
operation. 

Noise Gradually increasing noise along 
the existing US 69. 

Two noise impacts, as defined 
by FHWA, from roadway 
operation; temporary 
construction phase noise 
effects. 

No noise impacts, as defined by 
FHWA, from roadway operation; 
temporary construction phase noise 
effects. 

Air Quality 

Gradually increasing MSAT 
emissions as traffic volumes 
increase and traffic congestion 
continues to worsen within the 
existing roadway. 

Area expected to remain in attainment under NAAQS standards; MSAT 
emissions for all alternatives expected to remain the same or decrease 
due to EPA’s National Control programs; potential fugitive dust from 
construction activities. 

Historic Resources No impacts to historic resources are anticipated. 

Archeological 
Resources No impacts to archeological sites. 

Seven archeological sites 
located within the APE, two of 
which are NRHP/SAL eligible 
and two of which have not 
undergone recommended 
testing investigations.* These 
sites would potentially be 
impacted during clearing, 
grading, or excavation 
activities, and potential for 
looting could increase due to 
greater access to and 
population in the study area. 

Six archeological sites located within 
the APE, one of which is NRHP/SAL 
eligible.* These sites would 
potentially be impacted during 
clearing, grading, or excavation 
activities, and potential for looting 
could increase due to greater access 
to and population in the study area.  

*Avoidance of impacts to sites eligible for NRHP/SAL listing would be required during construction of either of the 
build alternatives. In the event that avoidance was not feasible, data recovery investigations would be required in 
order to mitigate for impacts to these sites.  

Summary of Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Analysis Findings 

Induced growth is anticipated to occur as a result of either of the build alternatives because the 
proposed project would create access to intersection areas not currently traversed by a higher 
capacity roadway.  Land development having complementary functions, such as gas stations, is 
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likely to occur at the intersections with IH 20, FM 16, and US 69; other roads crossed by the 
reliever route would not be accessible by continuous access roads.  These highway-oriented 
developments are estimated to involve conversion of either 241 acres (Alternative D) or 342 
acres (Alternative G) of currently undeveloped land.  Intraregional land development location 
decisions would also likely be influenced because land in the area could become more 
attractive for residential development as a result of new access and increased mobility.  Due to 
the uncertainty of assumptions required to predict future development decisions, the amount 
of future induced residential development could not be quantified.  However, it is reasonable 
to anticipate that the proposed project could moderately influence the rate of development in 
the 13,797-acre AOI. 

The analyses of induced growth and encroachment-alteration effects concluded that notable 
features within the project area would not suffer substantial adverse indirect effects.  While 
some induced growth is anticipated, the indirect effects of development are not expected to be 
substantial. 

The direct and indirect effects of the proposed project would result in minor contributions to 
the cumulative impacts on land use/value, water resources, vegetation and wildlife, and 
archeological resources.  All archeological sites outside of the Area of Potential Effect will be 
affected by future development, but the extent of the effect is unknown. However, these 
resources are expected to remain stable, taking into consideration the slight decline in water 
quality and the quantity and diversity of wildlife habitat that occurs in urbanizing areas, 
assuming that current regulatory mechanisms are followed and remain in place to protect 
resources potentially affected by development. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in substantial cumulative effects to any of the resources assessed in the analysis. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page is intentionally blank.



 

I-3 Mitigation Commitments for Preferred Alternative G 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page is intentionally blank. 



 

US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Relief Route FEIS Errata Sheet—February 2015  1 

Mitigation Commitments for Preferred Alternative G 

Operations Phase Mitigation 

An individual permit for impacts to waters of the U.S. and wetlands is anticipated in order to 
comply with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  This project is anticipated to be constructed 
by the North East Texas Regional Mobility Authority (NET RMA). The NET RMA would apply for 
a permit prior to construction either with TxDOT pursuant to its MOA with resource protection 
agencies regarding the Anderson Tract Mitigation Project for Highway Impacts to Wetlands 
Requiring Department of the Army Permits or, alternatively, would mitigate for waters of the 
U.S. (including wetlands) impacts using an approved mitigation bank.  If the NET RMA and 
TxDOT use the Anderson Tract, the MOA outlines the objectives for the determination of 
mitigation under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) guidelines and provides guidance to 
USACE and EPA personnel for implementing the guidelines.  These regulations must be adhered 
to when considering mitigation requirements for standard permit applications and would be 
followed in the course of the proposed project.  Some specific mitigation measures which may 
be mandated include: careful design and spacing of bridge supports to assure the unimpeded 
flood control function of the wetland, mobility restrictions for heavy construction vehicles to 
prevent excess soil compaction, and re-seeding of native vegetative species after construction 
to prevent erosion. 

The preferred sequence in the wetland mitigation process is: 

• avoidance of impacts to wetlands; 
• minimization of any unavoidable impacts to wetlands; and 
• compensatory mitigation for unavoidable adverse impacts which remain after all 

appropriate and practicable minimization has been effected. 

Compensatory mitigation for impacts to vegetation/wildlife habitat was considered during 
project planning in accordance with Provision (4)(A)(ii) of the TxDOT-TPWD MOU and the MOA.  
The MOA designates the following habitat categories for which TxDOT will consider 
compensatory mitigation: 

• Habitat for federal candidate species (impacted by the project) if mitigation will assist in 
the prevention of the listing of the species; 

• Rare vegetation series (S1, S2, or S3) that also locally provide habitat for a state-listed 
species; 

• All vegetation communities listed as S1 or S2; 
• Bottomland hardwoods, native prairies, and riparian sites; and 
• Any other habitat feature considered locally important that the TxDOT District chooses 

to consider. 



 

US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Relief Route FEIS Errata Sheet—February 2015  2 

The preferred alternative would not result in the removal of bottomland hardwood, native 
prairie, or locally rare or important vegetation or habitat features.  Either 5.77 acres 
(Alternative G) or 8.08 acres (Alternative D) of riparian vegetation would be impacted by the 
proposed project.  This impacted riparian vegetation community extends outside the project 
area and would not be considered locally rare or unique.  The preferred alternative also impacts 
other common forest and grassland habitat types that are traditionally not considered locally 
rare or important.  For these reasons, compensatory mitigation is not anticipated for this 
project under the prior or current TxDOT-TPWD MOU.  Mitigation measures would include 
avoiding and minimizing impacts to as much of the existing natural vegetation as possible.   

No long-term water quality impacts are expected as a result of the proposed project.  
Construction activities would require compliance with the State of Texas Water Quality 
Certification Program.  The project would impact more than three acres of waters of the U.S.  
The Tier II 401 Certification Questionnaire and Alternatives Analysis Checklist would be 
completed and submitted to the TCEQ.  Compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 
requires the use of BMPs to manage water quality on sites affecting jurisdictional waters.  The 
SW3P would include at least one BMP from the 401 Water Quality Certification Conditions for 
Nationwide Permits.  These BMPs would address each of the following categories: 1) erosion 
control, 2) post construction total suspended solids (TSS) control, and 3) sedimentation control. 

The preferred build alternative crosses two creeks, Stevenson Branch and Davis Branch, located 
within mapped floodplains, thereby impacting the 100-year floodplain.  Smith County is a 
participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).  If the project is determined to 
cause an increase in the base flood elevation greater than one foot or causes any 
encroachment on a regulatory floodway, project engineers would be required to notify all 
National Flood Insurance Program participants.  If the base flood elevation would be increased 
by greater than one foot, Smith County would have to grant approval before the project would 
be allowed to proceed.  If approved by Smith County, FEMA would then be notified.  The 
notification to FEMA would include the project’s effects on the base flood elevations and any 
encroachments on the regulatory floodway.  FEMA typically requires an engineering study to 
show the effects of the project on the base flood elevation.  Detailed hydraulic studies would 
be conducted during final project design and any required coordination with local officials 
would be accomplished prior to the initiation of construction. 

Hydraulic studies to properly size all highway-associated drainage structures, bridges to span 
watercourses, and the elevation of the roadbed at the approaches to bridges are examples of 
mitigation measures intended to minimize roadway impacts to the floodplains. 
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The proposed project is intended to improve area traffic access and relieve congestion, thereby 
increasing roadway safety.  In addition, TxDOT has committed to incorporate the most current 
design measures to enhance vehicular safety.  The proposed roadway, with grade separations 
and controlled access, is a much safer design than the travel routes currently used by hazardous 
material transporters. 

Construction Phase Mitigation 

Several impacts associated with the preferred alternative alignment are a direct result of the 
construction phase.  Construction phase air quality impacts result mostly from fugitive dust 
generated by activities such as land clearing and earth moving.  Fugitive dust can be controlled 
by watering the construction site and by limiting soil disturbance to those areas absolutely 
necessary for construction.  Construction phase water quality impacts result mostly from 
sedimentation and erosion.  These processes can be minimized by balancing a rapid 
construction schedule with prompt installation of erosion control BMPs, restricting construction 
traffic to crushed stone access drives, limiting disturbance to natural vegetation, and prompt 
re-vegetation at the conclusion of the construction phase.  Additionally, erosion and 
sedimentation controls would be coordinated with the EPA and TCEQ.  These controls include 
temporary holding ponds, silt fences, diversion dikes, rock berms, sediment containment 
ponds, and application of mulch netting and synthetic matting. 

Clearing of vegetation would be limited and/or phased to maintain a natural water quality 
buffer and minimize the amount of erodible earth exposed at any one time.  Upon completion 
of earthwork operations, disturbed areas would be restored and reseeded according to TxDOT’s 
Vegetation Management Guidelines and in compliance with the intent of the FHWA Executive 
Memorandum on Environmentally Beneficial Landscapes and the FHWA E.O. on Invasive 
Species.  The DEIS was reviewed by the TPWD as part of the MOU between TxDOT and TPWD.  
Among other resource agencies, the TPWD has been involved with this project through the 
planning process and will provide comments on the project impacts to natural resources. 

The greatest potential for adverse impacts to surface water exists during the construction 
phase of the project due to the quantity of soil being disturbed.  This project would disturb 
more than five acres of land; therefore, TxDOT and the contractor would be required to comply 
with the Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) General Permit for Construction 
Activities.  This program seeks to control erosion and sedimentation from construction projects 
by means of the promulgation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SW3P) that must be 
written by the engineer or contractor and implemented prior to beginning construction.  The 
program consists of both management and structural BMPs such as use of vegetated roadsides 
in order to keep pollutants from receiving waters.  These controls are required to be put in 
place to slow the flow of water from the site and prevent the loosening and transport of soil 
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particles from the site during construction.  In order to comply with the regulations, an 
engineer or contractor is required to keep the SW3P available for inspection at the construction 
site and submit the NOI to TCEQ prior to beginning construction.  Following the completion of 
construction, a Notice of Termination (NOT) must be submitted to the TCEQ declaring that all 
BMPs were followed and that the project was in compliance with the TPDES requirements.  The 
proposed project would comply with all applicable measures mandated by these regulations.   

To minimize impacts to water quality during construction, the proposed project would utilize 
temporary erosion and sedimentation control practices outlined in standard construction 
documents including TxDOT's Standard Specifications for the Construction of Highways, Streets, 
and Bridges.  Where appropriate, these temporary erosion and sedimentation control 
structures would be in place prior to the initiation of construction, would be maintained 
throughout the duration of the construction, and left in place until vegetated cover is 
substantially in place. 

BMP design would be chosen from TCEQ approved options.  It is likely that temporary 
vegetation, sodding and/or mulching would be utilized for erosion control and silt fencing, 
stone outlet sediment traps and/or sediment basins would be used for sedimentation control.   

All migratory birds in the U.S. are protected by federal statute, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 
1916 (16 USC § 703-711).  Migratory birds are protected from harassment, capture, possession, 
trade or sale, injury, and taking (killing) by this legislation.  Habitat protection is not included in 
this statute.  Migratory birds may arrive in the project area to breed during construction of the 
proposed project.  The NET RMA would take measures to avoid impacts to migratory birds, 
ground nesting birds, their nests or their young.  A primary strategy would include scheduling 
vegetation clearing in fall and early winter months to avoid impacts to nesting birds.    

TxDOT construction phase specifications would be used on the project. These specifications 
provide contractors and supervising engineers with detailed guidance for the implementation 
of protective measures.  These standard and special specifications include sodding for erosion 
control, seeding for erosion control, soil retention blankets, landscape planting, and temporary 
erosion, sedimentation, and environmental controls. 

Construction phase noise impacts can be mitigated by limiting work to daytime hours and by 
maintaining adequate muffler systems for equipment.  A copy of the traffic analysis associated 
with this project was made available to local officials.  On the date of notice of availability of 
this document (Date of Public Knowledge), FHWA and TxDOT are no longer responsible for 
providing noise abatement for new development adjacent to the project.  To minimize any 
harm to public safety during construction, one lane of traffic should remain open at all times, 
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work should be completed during off-peak hours, and flag persons, signs, and barricades should 
be utilized. 

Environmental Permits, Issues, and Commitments (EPIC) 

To ensure that mitigation commitments identified in the environmental impact assessment and 
permitting processes are carried through project design, construction, and inspection phases, 
TxDOT has established the EPIC system, which is set forth in the agency’s “Plans, Specifications, 
and Estimates (PS&E) Preparation Manual:  Plan Set Preparation” (http://onlinemanuals. 
txdot.gov/txdotmanuals/pse/plan_set_preparation.htm#i1025409).  This system would be a 
contract requirement for the NET RMA. The EPIC plan sheet would be included in the 
construction plan set and would list all environmental commitments, issues and conditional 
requirements affecting the contractor and their work on that specific project. The sheet can be 
supplemented by specific details shown on other plan sheets but the areas of concern should 
be shown on the EPIC for the contractor’s information.  This sheet is specific to the project and 
should address areas the contractor should be aware of. Late changes to commitments that 
affect contractor work requirements would be included in the PS&E by an addendum.  

The EPIC sheets would include mitigation commitments identified in the project EIS and Record 
of Decision (ROD), as well as other commitments and mitigation requirements resulting from 
environmental permits, agency concurrences, and landowner agreements concluded during the 
project design and right of way phases. 

Archeological Resources 

TxDOT considers the portions of Sites 41SM388 and 41SM393 that extend into the APEs for the 
proposed build alternatives eligible for listing as archeological properties in the NRHP (36 CFR 
800.16[1]). The THC concurred with this recommendation on January 2, 2013. In the event that 
impacts to these sites could not be avoided during construction of the proposed project, 
mitigative measures—in the form of data recovery investigations—would be required. 
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Comment and Coordination Summary 

Comment Summary 

In accordance with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) rules and regulations for 
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) Tyler District conducted a public hearing for the US Highway (US) 
69/Loop 49 Lindale Reliever Route Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (CSJ 0190-04-
033). The meeting was held on January 9, 2014, at 5:30 PM in the Lindale High School cafeteria 
(920 E Hubbard Street, Lindale, Texas 75771).  

Comments regarding the Draft EIS were accepted until the close of business on January 20, 
2014. A total of 39 comments were received either during the public hearing or within the 11-
day comment period (January 9 through January 20, 2014). These included: 

• 12 comments presented as public hearing testimony; 
• 2 comments directly presented to the court reporter; 
• 11 comment forms submitted during or immediately following the public hearing; and 
• 14 comments submitted via email or mail following the public hearing. 

The table below summarizes the main issues cited in the comments received during and after 
the public hearing from the general public, elected officials, and state and federal agencies. 
These main issues include: general opposition to the proposed project; issues regarding tolling; 
and issues regarding right of way acquisition and/or access changes. Comments that express 
general support of or no opposition to the proposed project are also included in the table 
below. Each reference to a main issue is included in the table; therefore, comments that 
mention multiple issues may be included in the table more than once. Two comments 
requesting further information regarding the proposed project are not included in this tally.  

Summary of Main Issues Cited in Public Hearing Comments 

Issue Number of Comments* 

General support and/or no opposition 25 

General opposition 1 

Issues regarding tolling 2 

Issues regarding right of way acquisition and/or access 
changes 

10 

*Number of comments indicates the number of times an issue is referenced. Some comments may reference more 
than one issue. Not all issues referenced in comments are included in this table. Appendix E includes all comments 
in their entirety. 
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Comments from the General Public and Elected Officials 

Comments received from the general public and elected officials during and after the public 
hearing regarding the US 69/Loop 49 Draft EIS generally indicate support for the proposed 
improvements; however, some individuals express concern regarding specific elements of the 
project.  These concerns include:  

• opposition to tolling the facility;  
• issues regarding right of way acquisition; and 
• the long-term economic impacts of traffic bypassing Lindale.  

Statements indicating support for the improvements cite the following as potential benefits of 
the proposed project: 

• support and promotion of future economic growth in the Lindale area; 
• safety improvements, particularly with regard to truck traffic; and 
• travel time savings. 

All general public and elected official comments and TxDOT’s responses can be found in the 
Public Hearing Summary and Analysis document and its appendices. 

Based upon the lack of controversy, as evidenced by public and agency comments, no further 
response by the TxDOT is justified in this FEIS. 

Coordination Summary 

Very little agency coordination was required or requested in comment letters submitted during 
the Draft EIS comment period. Agency coordination conducted between Draft EIS comment 
period and the submission of this Final EIS was limited to interactions between TxDOT 
(Environmental Affairs Division) and two state agencies, the Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department (Karen Hardin) and the Texas Historical Commission, and interaction between the 
TxDOT Tyler District and Environmental Affairs Division and the Choctaw Nation (Lindsay 
Bilyeu). These natural and cultural resource coordination efforts are summarized below. 

Natural Resources Coordination  

TPWD did not oppose the project and supported the full control of access design components 
of the project; however, they strongly urged adoption of many recommendations aimed at 
reducing adverse impacts to the state’s fish and wildlife resources. The TPWD comment letter 
and the TxDOT response are included at the end of this appendix.  
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Further, substantial coordination will occur during the design build phase prior to construction, 
particularly between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Environmental Protection Agency 
regarding Section 404 of the Clean Water Act permitting and the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality regarding Stormwater Pollution Prevention Planning and Best 
Management Practices. 

Cultural Resource Coordination 

In response to their request, TxDOT provided the Choctaw Nation Preservation Department 
with a copy of the archeological survey performed for the project and a color topographic map 
of the APE showing all archeological sites within a one-mile radius.  

Cultural resource coordination was conducted between TxDOT Environmental Affairs staff and 
the Texas Historical Commission pursuant to the MOU between the two agencies. The October 
2012 archeological testing report indicated that Sites 41SM388 and 41SM393 were not eligible 
for NRHP/SAL listing. However, TxDOT determined that both sites seem to be relatively 
temporally discrete and reasonably productive; appear to have been occupied during the Early 
Caddo and beginning of the Middle Caddo periods, both of which are poorly understood 
timeframes; and contain artifacts that indicate that the sites potentially served as locations of 
formal activities beyond campsites. As a result, TxDOT considers the portions of Sites 41SM388 
and 41SM393 that extend into the APEs for the proposed build alternatives eligible for listing as 
archeological properties in the NRHP (36 CFR 800.16[1]). The Texas Historical Commission (THC) 
concurred with this recommendation on January 2, 2013. In the event that impacts to these 
sites could not be avoided, mitigative measures—in the form of data recovery investigations—
would be required.  
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Other Findings 

Interim Guidance on MAP-21 Section 1319 Accelerated Decisionmaking in Environmental 
Reviews requires the identification of  “… any other findings to be made in compliance with all 
applicable environmental laws, regulations, Executive Orders, and other related requirements 
(with associated agency consultation documentation) providing reasonable assurance that full 
compliance will occur after issuance of the FEIS (23 CFR 771.133). 

The primary items left to coordinate during the final design and build phases include: 1) U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers Permitting for impacts to jurisdictional waters (including wetlands) 
and related floodplain coordination with the Smith County floodplain administrator; and, 2) 
archeological survey of  previously inaccessible areas, avoidance, testing, or data recovery at 
potentially significant sites, and related clearances with the Texas Historical Commission 
(THC)/Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or federally recognized tribes as 
necessary. The NET RMA, in coordination with the Tyler District of TxDOT, will be tasked with 
completing these tasks prior to construction. The NET RMA and District are aware of these 
standard compliance obligations and understand the associated paths to clearances and 
resolution. 

No other outstanding coordination or clearance requirements are known at this time, beyond 
normal pre-construction phase requirements associated with Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality stormwater pollution prevention planning and compliance.  
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I Texas Department of Transportation
125 EAST11THSTREET I AUSTIN, TEXAS78701-2483 I (512) 463-8588 I WWW.TXDOT.GOV

June 10, 2014

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Smith County, Texas
US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Reliever Route
CSJ: 0190-04-033

Mr. AI Alonzi
Acting Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration - Texas Division
300 East 8th Street, Suite 826
Austin, Texas 78701

Dear. Mr. Alonzi:

RECEIVED ON

JUN 12201.
TEXAS DIVISION

FHWA

This letter serves as a request by the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) for concurrence from the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to implement the errata sheet approach described in Section 1319
(a) of Map-21. The Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was published
in the Federal Register on November 20, 2013 and in the Texas Register on November 8, 2013. The public
hearing was held on January 9, 2014 and the public comment period ended on January 20, 2014. Attached
is the public involvement documentation, including the Certification of a Public Hearing, signed by TxDOT
Tyler District Engineer, Mr. Randy Hopmann, P.E., on May 22, 2014.

TxDOT believes that the Lindale Reliever Route project meets the requirements of the FHWA and FTA interim
guidance on implementing Section 1319(a) of MAP-21. Comments received were reviewed by TxDOT and
found to be relatively minor. Based on these findings, TxDOT requests your concurrence that we can proceed
with the use of errata sheets for the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (512) 416-2547.

Sincerely,

~L' d K' 'tt~In sey rrnrru
Strategic Projects Section
Environmental Affairs Division

Attachment

RECEIVED -TXDOT

JUL ~ 5 '2014
ENVIRONMENTAL

At'!=AIRS

OUR GOALS
MAINTAIN A SAFE SYSTEM • ADDRESS CONGESTION • CONNECT TEXAS COMMUNITIES· BEST IN CLASS STATE AGENCY

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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December 20, 2013

Mr. Carlos Swanke
Director of Environmental Affairs Division
Texas Department of Transportation
125 E. II ~ Street
Austin. TX 78701

T. O<on Fr ledkln
Ch.lr...."

HOI,II lon

R.lph H. OI.IQQlns
Vk.-eh.lrm.on

tort Worth

Antonio hkon" M.D.
Il IoG....... 'lty

RE: Draft Env ironme ntal Impact Statement for US 69/Loop 49 North Linda le
Rel iever Rout e (S mith Co unty)
FHWA-TX-EIS-08-0 1· D, CSJ 0 190-04-033
rvwn Proj ect 32 103

De" All... HUQheI,.k•......

Dlc~ SCott.....,.,
L,, "'.8.n

CI\aI",*,-(trIoII'f!tus
Fort Worth

',<111'I" P. Smll ll
h Ol'c" U", 01"'\:10<

"lOG SMIT" SCHOOl R(lAO
AUSl l"" TUIlS 711 ....·1291

~l l-:JlI',<l8OO

ww....tp wd. s l • ••.t • .ul

Dear ~1r. Swonke:

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD ) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the above-referenced project.
TPWD. as the state agency with primary responsibility for protecting the state's
fish and wildlife resources and in accordance with the authority granted by Parks
and Wildlife Code §12.0011, hereby provides the following recommendations to
minimize the potential adverse impacts to the state's fish and wildlife resources
for the project referenced above.

Projed De'lt'ription

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) proposes to construct a new
location, full control-of- access, tolled reliever route around the city of Lindale in
Smith County referred to as US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route
(Lindale Reliever Route). The proposed route would bypass around the west side
of Lindale extending from the proposed Loop 49 West loll facility at IH-20 to US
69 north of Lindale. Alternatives evaluated in the DEIS include taking no action
or building alternative alignments D or G, which range in length from 7.0 to 7.4
miles. respectively . The build alternatives involve four-lane divided freeway
ultimate sections within a 450-foot typical right-of-way (ROW), with an interim
design consisting of a two-lane section. The DEJS identifies Alternative G as the
technically preferred alternative .

Previous TPWD input for this project dated December 15. 2006, are presented in
Appendix E-4 of the DEIS.

Please be aware a w-ritten response to a TPWD recommendati on or informational
comment received by a state governmental agency may be required by state law.
For guidance. see the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code. Section 12.00 II
(http://w...........statutes.leg is.state.tx.uSlDocsIPWlbtmlPW.12.htm#12.0011l. Please

To mllolQe and ecnserve th e olltlJ r/ll aod ClJlI lJrll! reSOlJrcn 01Tuu and to provide hlJntlnQ. fiSt'linQ
and eeteece rKn!'alio"l oppo rtlJoltles lor th e use and (>ojoy~nt 01 present and flJtlJre QeoHiltions.
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refer to TPWD project number 32103 In any return correspondence for this
project.

TdlOT - TPWD ~temoraDdumof UDderstandine

The new TxDOT - TPWD Memorandum of Understanding (~tOU) for
environmental review of transportation projects became effective September I,
2013, and supersedes the MOU that was adopted to be effective March 21, 1999,
the Memoranda of Agreement for the Finalization of the 1998 MOU Concerning
Habitat Descriptions and Mitigation (MDA), the MOU Regarding Mitigation
Banking, and the Memorandum of Agreement for Sharing and Maintaining
Natural Diversity Database Infonnation.

A search of the EPA Draft Lindale Draft EIS - October 31 201J.pdf document
revealed the DEIS contains references to the old MOU and MOA on pages 91, 92,
224.226. and 227.

Under the new MOU this project meets triggers for coordination. Because this
project has not been coordinated through Early Project Coordination. then
TxDOT must perform a Tier II site assessment under Administrated Project
Review for this project. Under the new MOU. many of the Tier II site
assessment requirements are similar to the old MOU, however certain updates
have been made, thus the DEIS should include those items such as using
information from the Texas Conservation Action Plan (fCAP) and Ecological
Mapping System of Texas (EMSn.

Recommen da tion: TPWD recommends the DEIS be updated to reflect the
new MOU, and an assessment using the EMST is recommended.

Stale Rt'l!ula tions

State-Listed Species

Section 68.015 of the Parks and Wildlife Code regulates state-listed species.
Please note that there is no provision for take (incidental or otherwise) of state
listed species. The TPWD Guidelines f or Protection of State-Listed Species
includes a list of penalties for take of state-listed species
Chnp:l/wv.w. tpwd.state.tx.uslhuntwildlwild!....ildli fe diycrsityihabitat assessment!
medialtpwd statelisted species.pdO. For purposes of relocation, surveys,
monitoring, and research, terrestrial state-listed species may only be handled by
persons permitted through the TPWD Wildlife Permits Office. f or the above
listed activities that involve aquatic species please contact the TPWD Kills and
Spills Team (KASn for the appropriate authorization. For more infonnation on
Wildlife Permits please visit
http://www.tpwd.state.IX.usibusiness/penni ts!1and!'"i Idlife/research!. For more
information on KAST please visit
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hnp:/twv.w.tpwd,state.tx.u.sI1andwater/",ater/environconcernslk i1ls 'and spil ls/reg
ions!.

The DEIS Sections IIl.0.5.a and IV.O.4 .b indicate that habitat for nine state-l isted
threatened spec ies occurs in the project area for both build alternatives, The
project indicates that individuals may be impacted, but that the project is not
likely to nega tively impact these species. The DEIS indicates that if impacts
occurred. they wo uld be very local ize d and have barely perceptible consequences
to the spec ies habitat and that sufficient habi tat would remain functional to
maintain viability of all species.

Because state-l isted are rare and possibly declining in the project area, loss o f
individuals could affect local populat ions. The TxDOT-TPWD Programmatic
Agreement (PA) for Best Management Practices (B MPs) for Species under the
2013 ~10U prov ides B~lPs to min imize potential impacts to state-listed species
and Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN). Although the PA BMP s are
meant to aid in reducin g the coordination efforts between TP ""D and TxDOT,
applying the PA Bvtps to projec t activities also minimizes a project's potential
impacts to rare species. Even when coordination under the MOU is still
necessary, TP \\-U encourages use of the PA BMPs for minimizing potential
impacts to state-listed and SGCN species.

Recommendation: TPWD recommends the EIS include a commitment from
TxDOT to utilize the PA BMPs for the nine state-listed species that are
identified in the DElS Section IV.G.4.b as potentially being impacted by the
project. Please note it is the responsibility of the project proponent to com ply
wi th all federal. state, and local laws that protect fish and wildlife, and direct
take of a state-listed species as a result of the project wou ld be in violation of
state law. Applying the PA BMPs would aid in reducing such risk ,

Aquatic Resources

TPW Code Section 1.0 11 grants TPWO authority to regulate and conserve aquatic
animal life of public waters . Title 3 1, Chapter 57, Subchapter B, Section 57.157
of Texas Adminis trative Code (TAC) regulates take of mussels which are not
limited to state-listed mussels. Section 12.301 of TPW Code identifies liability
for wildlife taken in violation of TPW Code or a regulation adopted under TPW
Code.

Recommendation. TP\\1) recommends that impact avoidance measures for
aquatic organisms. including all native freshwate r mussel species. regardless
of state-listing status, be considered during project planning and construction
activities.

Streams and their wood ed riparian buffer areas generally provide travel corridors
for wildlife. Where roadways cross streams, the stream and its adjacent riparian
corridor become fragmented through the removal of habitat within and along the
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stream and through the creation of barriers to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife
migration along the stream system. Constructing bridges that span creeks and
their associated floodplains can reduce stream and riparian impacts and allow for
passage of aquatic organisms and wildlife. The use of culverts or pipes disrupts
stream beds and creates limitations for the movement of aquatic wildlife within
the stream system, especially during low-f low conditions. The addition of riprap
for erosion control in or along streams amplifies the limitations for wildlife.
Additionally, terrestrial species may utilize culverts or bridge spans to cross
beneath roadways if adequate space is provided both horizontally and vertically.

The DEIS did not identify the type of structure or the designs/plan for potential
stream and wetland crossings associated with each build alternative.

Recommendation : TPWD recommends the ElS identify the feasibility of
installing bridge spans rather than culverts [ 0 minimize impacts to stream
characteristics and to allow for adequate upstream/downstream migration of
aquatic and terrestrial species, where feasible. If culverts, rather than bridge
spans, are necessary at some crossings, TP\VD recommends they be placed so
that the upstream and downstream floor of the culvert matches the existing
flowline of the stream. Additionally, TPWD recommends that culvert profiles
mimic the current channel by providing a deeper low-flow channel because
the wide, flat bottom of a square culvert spreads out the flow, creating a
shallower water depth which may prevent passage of aquatic organisms.
Arch, bottomless culvert designs should also be considered to reduce impacts
to aquatic resources.

Recommendation: TPWD recommends that bridge spans and culverts
include a design that provides adequate vertical and horizontal clearances
under the roadway to allow for terrestrial wildlife to safely pass under the
road. TPWD recommends a wide enough span to cross the stream and allow
for some dry ground or an artificial ledge inside the culvert on one or both
sides for use by terrestrial wildlife.

Recommendation : When riprap or other bank stabilization devices arc
necessary, their placement should not impede the movement of aquatic and
terrestrial wildlife underneath the bridge. In some instances, rip rap may be
buried, back-filled with topsoil and planted with native vegetation. As an
alternative to riprap, TP\VD recommends considering biotechnical streambank
stabilization methods using live native vegetation or a combination of
vegetative and structural materials.

Under TrW Code Section 12.01 5, 12.019, 66.015 and TAC 52.101-52.105,
52.202, and 57.251·57.259, TPWD regulates the introduction and stocking of fish.
shellfish, and aquatic plants into public waters of the state. The Permit to
Introduce Fish. Shellfish or Aquatic Plants into Public Waters allows for
movement (i.e., introduction, stocking, transplant, relocation) of aquatic species in
waters of the state. Movement of aquatic species, even within the same river or
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estuary, has potential natural resources risk (e.g., exotics, timing-for successful
survival). Therefore, a permit is required to minimize that risk.

Dewatering activities can impact aquatic resources through stranding fish and
mussels. Other harmful construction activities can trample, dredge or fill areas
exhibiting stationary aquatic resources such as plants and mussels. To avoid or
reduce impacts, TPWD may require relocating aquatic life to an area of suitable
habitat outside the project footprint. Relocation activities are done under the
authority of a TPWD Permit to Introduce Fish. Shellfish or Aquatic Plants into
Public Waters. Information regarding this permit can be obtained at
http:// \\"W\\o'.tp,\vd.state.tx.uslpublicationslfishboatlfonnsf. Aquatic Resource
Relocation Plans are used 10 plan resource handling activities and assist in the
permitting process. If dewatering activities and other project-related activities
cause mortality to fish and wildlife species, then the responsible party would be
subject to investigation by the TrWD Kills and Spills Team (KAST) and will be
liable for the value of the lost resources under the authority of TrW Code
Sections 12.0011 (b)( l) and 12.301.

The DEIS Section IV.G.2.b indicates that temporary and/or permanent fill to
waters of the U.S. may occur and "that crossings may be bridged and/or culvcrted.
Although the OEIS indicates that most aquatic resources that may occur in the
project streams would be able to temporarily relocate upstream or downstream
during construction. the DE1S did not identify that mussels potentially occurring
in the project area are essentially immobile. thus temporary and/or permanent fills
or dewatering could impact mussels, where they occur.

Recommendation: If construction occurs during times when water is present
in streams and dewatering activities or other harmful construction activities
are involved, then TPWD may require relocating potentially impacted native
aquatic resources (i.e. fish. turtles. mussels) in conjunction with a Permit to
Introduce Fish, Shellfish or Aquatic Plants into Public Waters and an Aquatic
Resource Relocation Plan. Aquatic Resource Relocation Plans can be
submitted to Greg Conley. TPWD Region 2 KAST at 903-566-2518 or
greg.conlcy@tpwd.texas.gov to initiate coordination for a Permit to Introduce
Fish. Shetlfishor Aquatic Plants info Public Waters.

Intermittent streams and smaller perennial streams provide important habitat for
fish by providing spawning and nursery habitat as well as providing invertebrate,
detritus. and other organic matter to downstream food webs. Fish also serve as
hosts for mussel larvae and are essential in the mussel life cycle. Because the
waters of the project area may provide important fish habitat, avoiding impacts to
stream habitat, fish, mussels and other aquatic life during construction is
encouraged.

Recommendation: To minimize disturbance to streams and to rmnmuzc
impacts to aquatic life. TPWn recommends allowing personnel and
equipment to enter streams only when essential to the work being done.
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Because work would be conducted within riparian areas, only vegetation
impeding cons truction should be removed, equipment should not be "driven
over vegetation when it is extremely wet, and heavy machinery should not be
stored on vege tative cover for long periods of time. Protecti ve mats should be
utilized during construction to reduce the amount of soil and root disturbance
and aid in the recovery of plants.

Sta te Fi"' h and Wildlife Resources

Texas Natural Diversity Database

The Texas Natural Diversity Database (TXNOlJ ) is intended to assist users in
avoiding harm to known locations of rare species or sign ificant ecological
features. Given the small proportion of public versus private land in Texas. the
TXND D does not include a representative inventory of rare resources in the state .
Absence of information in the database does not imply that a species is absent
from that area . Although it is based on the best data avai lable to TPWD regarding
rare species, the data from the TXN OD do not provide a definitive statement as to
the presence, absence or condition of special species, natural communities, or
other signifi cant features within your project area . These data are not inclusive,
cannot be used as presence/absence data, and cannot be substitut ed for on
th e-grou nd surveys. The TXNDD is updated cont inuously based on new,
updated and undigitized records; for questions regarding a record. please contac t
txndd raJtpwd.texas. gov.

The OEIS includes a June 8. 2009, review of the TXNDD. Because it has been
approximately 4 years since TxDOT obtained TXNDD data for this project.
TP WD has checked the TXNDO to see if any additional data has been mapped
within the project area , No new occurrences have been recorded in the TXNDD
within 1.5 miles of the project at the time of this review .

Rough-stem Aster

The DEIS Section IlI.G.5.a correctly states that a known TXNDD record of thc
Rough-stem aster -(Symphyotrichum puniceum var. scabricaules. a SGCN , occurs
'Within 0.8 miles of the propose d project The DEIS indicates that suitable habitat
for the Rough-stem aster occurs within the project area, but that no specimens
were observed during fie ld investigations. However, the DEIS docs not indicate
when field invest igations occur. Photos of the project area in Appendix B
indicate site assess ments occurred in winter when deciduous vegetation was void
of leaves. The wetland determi nation forms from Appendix C indicate field
invest igations occurred in January and February.

Th e Rough-stem aster tlowers late September through early November, with peak
flowering during the month of October . TP WD believes that detection of the
Rough-stem aster in the project area would be most effective if investigations
took place during the peak of its flowering season. Survey s in late winter are not
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adequate for this species. The Rough-stem aster is ranked 52 , which denotes that
6-20 occurrences are known in Texas and that the species is imperiled in the state
because of rarity and it is very vulnerable to extirpation from the state. Because
of the rarity of the species, sufficient investigation as to whether the species
occurs in the project area should be conducted. Alternatives D and G both
contain potential habitat for the Rough-stem aster.

Recommendation : TPWD strongly recommends the EIS include a TxDOT
commit to provide adequate pre-construction surveys for the Rough-stem
aster. Surveys should be conducted by qualified individuals during the
flowering season and in areas of suitable habitat where temporary or
permanent impacts may occur as a result of any of the build alternatives. If
the species is detected, please coordinate with TPWD to determine potential
protection or mitigation actions.

The DEIS Section VII.B.I addresses potential mitigation for impacts to locally
rare or unique habitats, however the DEIS indicates that no locally rare, unique or
important habitats occur in the project area. If results of adequate surveys for
Rough-stem aster reveal occurrences within the project' s area of impact, then
locally rare and unique resources would be present within the project area.

Recomm end ation : TPWD strongly recommends the EIS include a TxDOT
commit to provide mitigation measures if Rough-stem aster is detected during
surveys and where impacts cannot be avoided.

Species ofGreatest Conservation Need

In addition to federal- and state-threatened and endangered species, Texas
contains over 1,300 species that are considered to be SCGN that, due to limited
distributions and/or declining populations, face threat of extirpation or extinction
but lack the legal protections given to threatened or endangered
species. Information regarding SGCN as taken from the TCAP can be obtained at
hnp ://\',,,,,,w.tpwd.state.tx.uslhuntwildJwildJ\\-ildlife diversity/texas rare sDCcies/s
gen!. TPWD actively promotes conservation of special landscape features,
natural plant communities, and SGCN. TPWD considers it important to evaluate
and if necessary, minimize impacts to special landscape features, natural plant
communities, and SGCN to reduce the likelihood of endangerment.

SGCN shown on the TPWD County Lists of Rare Species are to be assessed for
impacts under the new MOU. The DEIS Sections 1I1.G.5.a and IV.G.4.b includes
SGCN and indicate that habitat for thirteen SGCN occurs in the project area for
both build alternatives. The project indicates that individuals may be impacted,
but that the project is not likely to negatively impact these species.

Because SGCN species are rare and possibly declining in the project area, loss to
individuals could affect local populations of the species.
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Recommendation: As previously discussed in the State-listed Species
section above and to minimize the project's potential impacts. TPWD
recommends the EIS include a commitment from TxOOT to utilize the PA
BMPs for thirteen SGCN that are identified in the DEIS Section IV.G.4.b as
potentially being impacted by the project.

The Execut ive Summary for impacts to ecological resources does not include the
potential impact to thirteen SGCN as a result of the build alternatives. The
Executive Swnmary also indicates that impacts to the landscape would be reduced
wherever possible through the maintenance of vegetation within the proposed
ROW, TPWD does not understand the meaning of this statement because
typically mainte nance of the ROW involves mowing that reduces habitat available
for wildlife .

Recomm endati on : TPWD recommends the Executive Summary include
potent ial impacts to thirteen SGCN and clarification of the statement
regarding maintenance of the ROW.

Riparian Vegetation

In addition to loss of riparian habitat, linear transportati on projects fragment
stream ecosystems including riparian corridors along streams. Riparian areas
provide important ecological function s. Riparian vege tation serves as an energy
source for aquatic organisms while providing habitat for terrestrial wildlife
species. Trees provide shade and prevent wide Ilucruaticns in water temperature.
protecting aquat ic wildlife from the harmful effect s of climatic extremes. The
stems and roots of riparian vegetati on stabilize soil by reducing water velocity and
minimizin g erosion.

The project will impact approximate 5.77 acres of riparian vegetation (Alternative
G) and 8.08 acres riparian vegetation (Alte rnative D). This amount exceeds the
new MOU trigger of 0.10 acre. The DEIS Section VILB.1 indicates that
compensatory mitigat ion for loss to riparian habitat would not be offered because
riparian habitat extends outside the project area and would not be considered
locally rare or unique.

TPWD considers the project's 5.77 to 8.08 acres of loss to riparian vcgetation a
considerable amount of loss to important ecological habitat.

Recom mendat ion : Because the project will greatly exceed the nparian
impact trigger of the new MOU, TPWD recommends the EIS include a
commitment from Tx DOT to provide compensator)' mitigation for loss of
riparian habitat at a I:I minimum ratio. Such mitigation could occur as in-lieu
fee to TPWD for use towards a habitat restoration or conservation project
Aggregating in-lieu mitigation from mult iple TxDOT projects toward a more
meanin gful habitat improvement project is acceptable .
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TPWO Conclusio n

Based on the information presented in the DEIS, TPWD docs not anticipate that
adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resource would be of enough significance to
eliminate either of the build alternatives from consideration; however, TPWD
strongly encourages implementation of the recommendations presented in this
review to reduce potential adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Thus
TPWD has no objection to the No Build alternative and finds build alternatives D
or G acceptable. Because lack of direc t access lessens the amo unt of development
along roadways which also reduces impacts to fish and wildlife habitat, TPWD
supports the proposed full control-of-access for the project.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide input on the proposed project. Please
contact me at (903) 322-5001 or KaLen.Hardinra>tpwd.tcxas.gov if you have any
questions.

Sincerely.

4t[V/Jtt~+£~·L-.
K~n B. Hardin
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program
Wildlife Division

kbhlJ210J
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May 7,2014

Karen B. Hardin
Habitat Assessment Biologist
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program, Wildlife Division
Texas Parks & Wildlife Department
4200 Smith School Road
Austin, Texas 78744-3291

Re: Response to December 20, 2013, Comment Letter to Mr. Carlos Swonke
US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route (Smith County)
FHWA-TX-EIS-08-01-D, CSJ 0190-04-033
TPWD Project Number 32103

Dear Ms. Hardin:

Thank you for your comments on this current Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DIES). We have
appreciated guidance provided by the TPWD according to SAFETEA-LU procedures as a participating
agency present at the table during the coordination planning process and the four participating
agency meetings during the scoping and DEIS preparation phases stretching from 2006-2008.
Below you will find summaries of your DEIS comments and the TxDOT responses to the comments in
the order they appear in your letter. In order to facilitate coordination, the comment summaries,
recommendations and TxDOT responses are numbered and categorized.

1. TxDOT-TPWD Memorandum of Understanding
a. Comment Summarv: The new TxDOT-TPWD Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)for

environmental review of transportation projects became effective September 1, 2013,
and supersedes previous MOU and MOA documents. A search of the EPA Draft Lindale
Draft EIS - October 312013.pdf (DEIS) document revealed the DEIS contains references
to the old MOUand MOA on pages 91, 92, 224, 226, and 227.

b. Recommendation: TPWD recommends the DEIS be updated to reflect the new MOU,and
an assessment using the Ecological Mapping System of Texas (EMST) is recommended.

c. Response: Both ecological field work supporting this DEIS and the majority of the drafting
of the text of this DEIS were completed in a manner compliant with the former MOU and
MOA which were in place in 2008 and have been in a TxDOT/FHWA review process since
that time. Since project coordination with the TPWD and the work on the project are from
this timeframe, TxDOT is not inclined to update DEIS sections and/or references deemed
outdated by your agency in the FEIS to reflect the current TPWD-TxDOT MOU, nor conduct
an assessment using the EMST.

2. State Regulations - State-Listed Species

a. Comment Summary: The DEIS Sections III.G.5.a and IV.GA.b indicate that habitat for
nine state-listed threatened species occurs in the project area for both build alternatives.
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b. The project indicates that individuals may be impacted, but that the project is not likely to
negatively impact these species. Because state-listed species are rare and possibly

declining in the project area, loss of individuals could affect local populations. The
TxDOT-TPWD Programmatic Agreement (PA) for Best Management Practices (BMPs) for
Species under the 2013 MOU provides BMPs to minimize potential impacts to state
listed species and Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN).

c. Recommendation: Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) recommends the EIS
include a commitment from TxDOT to utilize the PABMPs for the nine state-listed species
that are identified in the DEIS Section IV.GA.b as potentially being impacted by the
project. Please note it is the responsibility of the project proponent to comply with all
federal, state, and local laws that protect fish and wildlife, and direct take of a state
listed species as a result of the project would be in violation of state law. Applying the PA
BMPs would aid in reducing such risk.

d. Response: As stated in the first response, since this field work and document pre-date
the 2013 MOU and coordination with the TPWD was conducted as a part of the SAFETEA
LU process during scoping and project development, TxDOT does not plan to further
coordinate this project with the TPWD as might be required under the current MOU. The
project will most likely be finally designed and constructed under the direction of the
Northeast Texas Mobility Authority (NETRMA) who will be responsible for compliance with
all federal, state and local laws that protect fish and wildlife. Similarly, they will be
responsible for minimizing impacts to and avoiding take of state-listed species and
SGCN. TxDOT will provide input and oversight during the project transition process to
minimize risk, but is not comfortable binding the NETRMA with PA BMPs from an MOU
they are not a party to.

3. State Regulations - Aquatic Resources (mussels)

a. Comment: TPWD Code Section 1.011 grants TPWD authority to regulate and conserve
aquatic animal life of public waters. Title 31, Chapter 57, Subchapter B, Section 57.157
of Texas Administrative Code (TAC) regulates take of mussels which are not limited to
state-listed mussels. Section 12.301 of TPW Code identifies liability for wildlife taken in
violation of the TPWD Code or a regulation adopted under TPWD Code.

b. Recommendation: TPWD recommends that impact avoidance measures for aquatic
organisms, including all native freshwater mussel species regardless of state-listing
status, be considered during project planning and construction activities.

c. Response: Comment and recommendation noted. Impact avoidance measures for
aquatic organisms, including all native freshwater mussels, will be considered during
project planning and construction activities.

4. State Regulations - Aquatic Resources (stream crossing impacts)

a. Comment Summary: Road crossings fragment stream and riparian corridor habitat and
create barriers to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife migration along the stream system.
Constructing bridges that span creeks and floodplains reduces stream and riparian
impacts and allow for passage of aquatic organisms and wildlife. Culverts and pipes
disrupt stream beds and limit movement of aquatic wildlife in the stream system,
especially during low-flow conditions. Riprap used for erosion control in or along streams
amplifies the limitations for wildlife. Wildlife may cross roadways in culverts or under
bridge spans if adequate space is provided both horizontally and vertically. The DEIS did
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not identify the type of structure or the designs/plan for potential stream and wetland
crossings associated with each build alternative.

b. Recommendation 1: TPWD recommends the EIS identify the feasibility of installing bridge
spans rather than culverts to minimize impacts to stream characteristics and to allow for
adequate upstream/downstream migration of aquatic and terrestrial species, where
feasible. If culverts, rather than bridge spans, are necessary at some crossings, TPWD
recommends they be placed so that the upstream and downstream floor of the culvert
matches the existing flowline of the stream. Additionally, TPWD recommends that culvert
profiles mimic the current channel by providing a deeper low-flow channel, because the
wide, flat bottom of a square culvert spreads out the flow, creating a shallower water
depth which may prevent passage of aquatic organisms. Arch, bottomless culvert
designs should also be considered to reduce impacts to aquatic resources.

c. Recommendation 2: TPWD recommends that bridge spans and culverts include a design
that provides adequate vertical and horizontal clearances under the roadway to allow for
terrestrial wildlife to safely pass under the road. TPWD recommends a wide enough span
to cross the stream and allow for some dry ground or an artificial ledge inside the culvert
on one or both sides for use by terrestrial wildlife.

d. Recommendation 3: When riprap or other bank stabilization devices are necessary, their
placement should not impede the movement of aquatic and terrestrial wildlife
underneath the bridge. In some instances, rip rap may be buried, back-filled with topsoil
and planted with native vegetation. As an alternative to riprap, TPWD recommends
considering biotechnical streambank stabilization methods using live native vegetation or
a combination of vegetative and structural materials.

e. Response: Comment and recommendations noted. Bridge and/or culvert design has not
been finalized at each crossing. TxDOT and the NETRMA will consider bridge spans,
culverts which match existing flow lines and mimic existing channel characteristics
during final design. Similarly, TxDOT and the NETRMA will evaluate providing adequate
vertical and horizontal clearances and a wide enough span with dry ground or an artificial
ledge to facilitate crossings by terrestrial wildlife species during final design. Lastly,
TxDOT and the NETRMAwill consider wildlife movement in selecting and installing
streambank stabilization devices such as rip rap, live native vegetation or a combination
of vegetative and structural materials in final design and construction phases.

5. State Regulations - Aquatic Resources (Introduction and stocking of fish, shellfish, and
aquatic plants into waters of the state)

a. Comment Summarv: Dewatering and construction activities can impact aquatic
resources through stranding fish and mussels and/or trample, dredge or fill over
stationary species like plants and mussels. To avoid or reduce impacts, TPWD may
require relocating aquatic life to an area of suitable habitat outside the project footprint.
Relocation activities are done under the authority of a TPWD Permit to Introduce Fish,
Shellfish or Aquatic Plants into Public Waters. Aquatic Resource Relocation Plans are
used to plan resource handling activities and assist in the permitting process. If
dewatering activities and other project-related activities cause mortality to fish and
wildlife species, then the responsible party would be subject to investigation by the TPWD
Kills and Spills Team (KAST) and will be liable for the value of the lost resources under
the authority of TPW Code Sections 12.0011 (b) (1) and 12.301. The DEIS Section
IV.G.2.b indicates that temporary and/or permanent fill to waters of the U.S. may occur
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and that crossings may be bridged and/or converted. Although the DEIS indicates that
most aquatic resources that may occur in the project streams would be able to
temporarily relocate upstream or downstream during construction, the DEIS did not
identify that mussels potentially occurring in the project area are essentially immobile,
thus temporary and/or permanent fills or dewatering could impact mussels, where they
occur.

b. Recommendation: If construction occurs during times when water is present in streams
and dewatering activities or other harmful construction activities are involved, then TPWD
may require relocating potentially impacted native aquatic resources (i.e., fish, turtles,
mussels) in conjunction with a Permit to Introduce Fish, Shellfish or Aquatic Plants into
Public Waters and an Aquatic Resource Relocation Plan. Aquatic Resource Relocation
Plans can be submitted to Greg Conley, TPWD Region 2 KAST at 903-566-2518 or
greg.conley@tpwd.texas.gov to initiate coordination for a Permit to Introduce Fish,
Shellfish, or Aquatic Plants into Public Waters.

c. Response: Section IV.G.3.b. of the DEIS addresses impacts to slow or sessile creatures,
avoiding and minimizing impacts to waterways and aquatic species, and restoring
flowlines and grades of streams. TxDOT and the NETRMA will consider the potential
TPWD requirement to relocate aquatic species and associated permit and plan as a part
of the overall Environmental Compliance Management program during the final design
and construction process.

6. State Regulations - Aquatic Resources (stream habitat and aquatic life impacts)

a. Comment Summarv: Intermittent and smaller perennial streams provide important
spawning and nursery habitat for fish as well as providing invertebrate, detritus, and
other organic matter to downstream food webs. Fish are essential to the mussel life
cycle as they serve as mussel larvae hosts. Because the waters of the project area may
provide important fish habitat, avoiding impacts to stream habitat, fish, mussels and
other aquatic life during construction is encouraged.

b. Recommendation: To minimize disturbance to streams and to minimize impacts to
aquatic life, TPWD recommends allowing personnel and equipment to enter streams only
when essential to the work being done. Because work would be conducted within
riparian areas, only vegetation impeding construction should be removed, equipment
should not be driven over vegetation when it is extremely wet, and heavy machinery
should not be stored on vegetative cover for long periods of time. Protective mats should
be utilized during construction to reduce the amount of soil and root disturbance and aid
in the recovery of plants.

c. Response: Comment and recommendation noted. TxDOT and the NETRMA will provide
written and verbal guidance to the selected contractor(s) to limit personnel and
equipment in streams and riparian areas to essential work periods, limiting vegetation
removal and impacts during wet periods, providing appropriate vegetated, upland
equipment storage areas, and utilizing protective mats.

7. State Fish and Wildlife Resources - Texas Natural Diversity Database

a. Comment: The DEIS includes a June 8, 2009, review of the TXNDD. Because it has been
approximately 4 years since TxDOT obtained TXNDD data for this project, TPWD has
checked the TXNDD to see if any additional data has been mapped within the project
area. No new occurrences have been recorded in the TXNDD within 1.5 miles of the
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project at the time of this review. The DEIS Section III.G.5.a correctly states that a known
TXNDD record of the Rough-stem aster (Symphyotrichum puniceum var. scabricau/e), a
SGCN, occurs within 0.8 mile of the proposed project. The DEIS indicates that suitable
habitat for the Rough-stem aster occurs within the project area, but that no specimens
were observed during field investigations. TPWDexpresses concern that field work was
not conducted during the blooming period of the Rough-stem aster.

b. Recommendation: TPWD strongly recommends the EIS include a TxDOT commit to
provide adequate pre-construction surveys for the Rough-stem aster. Surveys should be
conducted by qualified individuals during the flowering season and in areas of suitable
habitat where temporary or permanent impacts may occur as a result of any of the build
alternatives. If the species is detected, please coordinate with TPWD to determine
potential protection or mitigation actions.

c. Response: Comment and recommendation noted. A TxNDD search was conducted on
April 2, 2013, in support of the DEIS, but the date reference below Table 27 was
unfortunately not updated to reflect the current state of the database reference. Since
the species has no statutory protection, no survey for the Rough-stem aster was
conducted during its peak fall blooming period to definitively determine presence or
absence. TxDOT and the NETRMA will consider potential occurrence and avoidance of
the Rough-stem aster as a part of the overall Environmental Compliance Management
program during the final design and construction process.

8. State Fish and Wildlife Resources - Texas Natural Diversity Database & Rough-stem aster

a. Comment Summary: The DEIS Section VII.B.1 addresses potential mitigation for impacts
to locally rare or unique habitats, however the DEIS indicates that no locally rare, unique
or important habitats occur in the project area. If results of adequate surveys for Rough
stem aster reveal occurrences within the project's area of impact, then locally rare and
unique resources would be present within the project area.

b. Recommendation: TPWD strongly recommends the EIS include a TxDOT commit to
provide mitigation measures if Rough-stem aster is detected during surveys and where
impacts cannot be avoided.

c. Response: While DEIS revisions to this effect are not anticipated, TxDOT and the NET
RMA will consider potential occurrence and avoidance of the Rough-stem aster and its
habitat as a part of the overall Environmental Compliance Management program during
the final design and construction process.

9. State Fish and Wildlife Resources - SGCN

a. Comment Summary: SGCN shown on the TPWD County Lists of Rare Species are to be
assessed for impacts under the new MOU. The DEIS Sections III.G.5.a and IV.GAb
includes SGCN and indicate that habitat for thirteen SGCN occurs in the project area for
both build alternatives. The project indicates that individuals may be impacted, but that
the project is not likely to negatively impact these species. Because SGCN species are
rare and possibly declining in the project area, loss to individuals could affect local
populations of the species.

b. Recommendation: As previously discussed in the State-listed Species section above and
to minimize the project's potential impacts, TPWD recommends the EIS include a
commitment from TxDOT to utilize the PA BMPs for thirteen SGCN that are identified in
the DEIS Section IV.GA.b as potentially being impacted by the project.
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c. Response: While DEIS revisions to this effect are not anticipated, TxDOT and the NET
RMA will consider potential occurrence and avoidance of SGCN and their habitat as a
part of the overall Environmental Compliance Management program during the final
design and construction process

10. State Fish and Wildlife Resources - SGCN

a. Comment Summary: The Executive Summary for impacts to ecological resources does
not include the potential impact to thirteen SGCN as a result of the build alternatives.
The Executive Summary also indicates that impacts to the landscape would be reduced
wherever possible through the maintenance of vegetation within the proposed ROW.
TPWD does not understand the meaning of this statement because typically
maintenance of the ROW involves mowing that reduces habitat available for wildlife.

b. Recommendation: TPWD recommends the Executive Summary include potential impacts
to thirteen SGCN and clarification of the statement regarding maintenance of the ROW.

c. Response: The maintenance of vegetation sentence was intended to reflect the intent to
maintain (not clear) as much native vegetation as possible. That sentence will be
clarified in the Executive Summary. Since the DEIS will not be revised to include 2013
MOU language in the existing and affected environment chapters, the reference to SGCN
species in the Executive Summary would be incongruous and, therefore, will not be
included.

11. State Fish and Wildlife Resources - Riparian Vegetation

a. Comment Summary: The project will impact approximate 5.77 acres of riparian
vegetation (Alternative G) and 8.08 acres riparian vegetation (Alternative D). This
amount exceeds the new MOUtrigger of 0.10 acre. The DEIS Section VII.B.l indicates
that compensatory mitigation for loss to riparian habitat would not be offered because
riparian habitat extends outside the project area and would not be considered locally rare
or unique. TPWD considers the project's 5.77 to 8.08 acres of loss to riparian vegetation
a considerable amount of loss to important ecological habitat.

b. Recommendation: Because the project will greatly exceed the riparian impact trigger of
the new MOU, TPWD recommends the EIS include a commitment from TxDOT to provide
compensatory mitigation for loss of riparian habitat at a 1:1 minimum ratio. Such
mitigation could occur as in-lieu fee to TPWD for use towards a habitat restoration or
conservation project. Aggregating in-lieu mitigation from multiple TxDOT projects toward
a more meaningful habitat improvement project is acceptable.

c. Response: Comment and recommendation noted. Project design engineers minimized
riparian impacts to the extent possible and consider 5.77 acres or 1.4 percent of overall
impact to riparian vegetation on a 7A-mile-long, 427.5-acre new location right of way in
East Texas to be a reasonable outcome. As stated, given the age of this field work and
DEIS document and prior TPWD coordination during scoping and project development
phases, TxDOT does not plan to further coordinate this project with the TPWD under the
2013 MOU.

12. Conclusion

a. Comment: Based on the information presented in the DEIS, TPWD does not anticipate
that adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resource would be of enough significance to
eliminate either of the build alternatives from consideration; however, TPWD strongly
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encourages implementation of the recommendations presented in this review to reduce
potential adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Thus, TPWD has no objection to
the No Build alternative and finds build alternatives D or G acceptable. Because lack of
direct access lessens the amount of development along roadways which also reduces
impacts to fish and wildlife habitat, TPWD supports the proposed full control -of-access for
the project.

b. Response: TxDOT appreciates the time and effort exerted by staff to prepare the detailed
comments provided in the December 20, 2013, letter. TxDOT also appreciates the lack
of overall objection to the project and will work in good faith to further develop this
project with the NETRMAto avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts to fish and
wildlife resources.

Sincerely,

/..,t~4
Carlos Swonke, P.G.
Director of Environmental Affairs

cc: Lindsey Kimmitt
Dale Booth
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Section 106/Antiquities Code of Texas: Archeological Review
CSJ: 0190-04-033
Texas Antiquities Code Permit # 5905.

RE: Interim Report for NRHP Testing of Archeological Sites 41SM388, Site 41SM393,
and a Mound (earthen rise) in Smith County, Texas for US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief Route (CSJ 0190-04-033), Tyler District.

Pat Mercado-Allinger
Archeology Division Director/StateArcheologist
Texas Historical Commission
P.O. Box 12276
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Ms. Pat Mercado-Allinger:

In accord with the First Revised Programmatic Agreement (PA) among the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, the Federal Highway Administration, the Texas State
Historic Preservation Officer SHPO), and the Texas Department of Transportation
(TxDOT), and the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between TxDOT and the
Texas Historical Commission (THC), TxDOT hereby continue consultation under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Antiquities Code of Texas
for the undertaking identified above.

The proposed project would construct approximately 10 miles of new roadway for the
US 69/Loop 49 Reliever Route west of the City of Lindale, in Smith County. The
proposed project would consist entirely of the construction of new roadway with no
proposed widening of existing roadways. Two primary build alternatives (Alternatives. D
and G) have been selected for consideration. Alternatives D and G follow the same
alignment for the southernmost 3.7 miles and then diverge at FM 16. The width of new
right of way (ROW) required for roadway construction varies from very thin slivers at
road spurs and crossings to nearly 800 feet wide in other locations. The average for the
main travel lanes, however, is between 400 and 500 feet wide. Depth of impact would
be approximately 10 feet. Including all project-related spurs and ROW, the proposed
undertaking has an Area of Potential Effects (APE) of approximately 425.8 acres for
Alternative D and 446.8 acres for Alternative G. Approximately 247 acres of each
alignment are located in the southern half of the project area where the two alignments
follow the same corridor. As a result, the APE considered for archeological review is
approximately 594.1 acres.

OUR GOALS

MAINTAIN A SAFE SYSTEM· ADDRESS CONGESTION· CONNECT TEXAS COMMUNITIES· BEST IN CLASS STATEAGENCY

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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RE: Interim Reportfor NRHPTestingof Archeological Sites41SM388, Site 41SM393,
and a Mound (earthen rise) in SmithCounty, Texas for US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale ReliefRoute
(CSJ 0190-04-033), Tyler District.

A previous Hicks & Company (Hicks) survey for TxDOT discovered four prehistoric sites
within the APE that were determined to need testing. Currently only right of entry has
been obtained for two of the sites, the two sites are 41SM388 and 41SM393.

Since that time, Hicks & Company (Hicks), under contract to TxDOT, conducted
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility testing at sites 41SM388 and
41SM393. Hicks has submitted to TxDOT the interim report Archeological Testing of
Site 41SM388, Site 41SM393 and a Mound in Smith County, Texas by Josh Haefner,
Victor Galan, Samantha W. Champion, and John Fulmer, with John Fulmer, and Victor
Galan serving as Principal Investigators. TxDOT has reviewed the interim report. Both
sites in the report are defined as prehistoric Caddo sites. A copy of the interim report
accompanies this letter. A summary of the results of the report is presented in the
following paragraphs.

NRHP eligibility testing at site 41SM388 consisted of three mechanical trenches and
eight hand excavated units. Artifacts recovered from the site include 271 prehistoric
ceramic sherds, including 49 decorated sherds (including two engraved sherds), 16
pieces of lithic debitage, two lithic tools (one bifaces and a lithic core), and two projectile
points. No cultural features were located during testing. Based on the ceramic sherds
and diagnostic arrow points, the site is defined as a Caddo field camp occupied around
AD 1200, overlapping the Early and Middle Caddo periods. ~icks found that the portion
of the site within the area of potential effect (APE) lacks intact cultural features, poor
organic preservation, and no in-situ cultural deposits. Therefore the consultant
recommended the site as ineligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP).

NRHP eligibility testing at site 41SM393 consisted of three mechanical trenches and ten
hand excavated units. Artifacts recovered from the site include 131 prehistoric ceramic
sherds including 30 decorated sherds (lncludinq two engraved sherds), and 10 pipe
fragments, 248 pieces of lithic debitage, eleven bifaces fragments, a flake tool, and
seven projectile points. No cultural features were located during testing. Based on the
ceramic sherds and diagnostic arrow points the site is defined as a Caddo field camp
occupied around AD 1200, overlapping the Early and Middle Caddo periods. Hicks
found that the portion of the site within the APE lacks intact cultural features, poor
organic preservation, and no in-situ cultural deposits. Therefore the consultant
recommended the site as ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

In addition a survey was conducted at an earthen rise that due to its shape could have
possibly been constructed by humans. The investigators excavated three backhoe



RE: Interim Report for NRHP Testing of Archeological Sites 41SM388, Site 41SM393,
and a Mound (earthen rise) in Smith County, Texas for US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief Route
(CSJ 0190-04-033). Tyler District.

trenches in a perpendicular cruciform pattern. The report's geomorphological study
determined that the earthen rise was a natural landform shaped over time by erosion.

TxDOT disagree with some of the conclusions of the interim report. The use of the term
"mound" in the title and in much of the discussion is misleading. The report findings
make it clear that the rise is not a platform mound. Where they describe the feature as a
"possible" or "suspected" mound is fine, but there are large passages where they
dismiss that interpretation yet persist in referring to the feature as a mound. TxDOT has
recommended that Hicks change the title to "suspected mound" and any uses where
they are referring to the raised landform to "knoll" or something similar.

TxDOT finds the eligibility bar is set too high for this part of the country. Reserving
eligibility for sites with stratigraphic integrity and intact features in this sandy region is
very restrictive. Given these criteria, very few sites would be eligible.

Both of these sites seem to be relatively temporally discrete and while not particularly
rich, reasonably productive. TxDOT does not agree that 120 sherds (including 10 pipe
sherds) and 7 stylistically consistent arrow points from 5.3 m3 (at SM393) and 187
sherds and two arrow points from 4.4 m3 (at 41SM388) represent low density in this part
of the world. The lack of datable organic materials is somewhat limiting, but the
ceramics could be dated. The fact that there is little evidence of overprinting by material
representing other periods is a definite plus. Both sites appear to have been occupied
during the Early Caddo and the beginning of the Middle Caddo periods which is still a
time frame we do not understand very clearly. We also know little about Caddo site in
this portion of the Sabine. Was this portion of the Sabine abandoned by the prehistoric
Caddo like the adjacent upper Neches during the Middle Caddo period?

Hicks believes both sites represent field camps, but the remains of ceramic pipes and
engraved fine ware ceramic sherds at these two sites suggest more formal activities
were occurring at the sites. It is interesting that given that the two sites seem to be of
the same age, the lithic assemblages are so different. It could be a sample bias, but on
the face of it these appear to be two different types of special activity sites (possibly
gender-related) associated with the same broader occupation of the area. TxDOT think
that the sites could contribute on that basis.



RE: Interim Report for NRHPTestingof Archeological Sites41SM388, Site 41SM393,
and a Mound (earthenrise) in SmithCounty, Texas for US69/Loop49 North LindaleReliefRoute
(CSJ0190-04-033), Tyler District.

Based on the outcome of NRHP eligibility testing, TxDOT provides the following findings
and recommendations:

.• That the portions of sites 41SM388 and 41SM393 that extend into the project
APE are determined as eligible for listing as archeological historic properties in
the NRHP (36 CFR 800.16(1));

• That if these areas cannot be avoided during construction that mitigation of the
sites be completed through data recovery excavations.

• That no archeological historic properties (36 CFR 800.16.(1)) or State
Archeological Landmarks (13 TAC 26.12) is present in or on the earthen rise that
was surveyed.

TxDOT will continue and conclude consultation with your office under the first amended
PA and MOU.

Please sign below to indicate your concurrence. Thank you for your consideration of the
project.

Sincerely

?I/~~
Waldo Troell, M.A., RPA

Attachment

cc w/out attachments: Jay Tullos (Tyler Dist. Env. Coordinator); Bryan Ellis (ENV-PD);
Waldo Troell (ENV-ARCH)

Date
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Executive Summary 

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), in conjunction with the North East Texas Regional 
Mobility Authority (NETRMA), has prepared a regional toll network analysis for the Tyler-Longview 
area. The analysis examines the overall potential indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed toll 
network, including the potential impacts to environmental justice (EJ) populations, land use and air 
quality. The Tyler-Longview regional toll network is envisioned as a proposed 46 mile long, limited-
access toll network located in the northeast Texas counties of Smith, Gregg, Upshur, and Harrison. This 
report is intended to supplement the 2035 Tyler and Longview Metropolitan Transportation Plans 
(MTPs). 

The Tyler Area and Longview MPO travel demand models were used for this analysis to determine 
potential toll users, travel times associated with toll road use, and average trip lengths on the toll road. 
These travel demand models have a base year of 2002, include the future road network to the MTP 
horizon year of 2035, and include interim model years such as 2007, 2012, 2020, 2030, and 2035. The 
travel demand model networks include a total of 756 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) within the Tyler-
Longview area.  

The models were updated to include current and future toll rates and toll link updates before the 2012 
base year model was calibrated against actual 2012 traffic data. The 2035 travel demand models were 
used to create a merged travel demand model network in Geographic Information System (GIS) software. 
This merged network was used to determine travel times and average trip lengths for candidate trips under 
both No Build and Build scenarios. Candidate trips are defined as those trip routes that could result in a 
time savings of at least 30 seconds by taking some portion of the toll road. 

The following information provides a summary of the analysis: 

Environmental Justice Populations: 
• A total of 756 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) were identified in the Tyler-Longview region. Of 

these, 195 TAZs were determined to have environmental justice populations.  

• Tyler Area MPO: Within the Tyler Area MPO 111 TAZs were found to have environmental 
justice populations. This represents 26 % of TAZs in the Tyler Area MPO. Of these, 31 TAZs 
were identified as low income and 99 were identified as minority. A total of 19 TAZs were found 
to have both low income and minority populations.  

• Longview MPO: Within the Longview MPO, 84 TAZs were found to have environmental justice 
populations. This represents 25% of TAZs in the Longview MPO. Of these, 28 TAZs were 
identified as low income and 84 were identified as minority. A total of 28 TAZs were found to 
have both low income and minority populations.  

Travel time savings 
• Travel times were assessed for the No Build and Build scenarios and compared between EJ TAZs 

and non-EJ TAZs. For EJ TAZs region-wide, an average time savings of 2.65 minutes was 
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modeled for candidate trips taking the toll road under the Build scenario, compared to 
1.89 minutes saved under the No Build scenario. For non EJ TAZs, the time savings was similar, 
with 2.77 minutes saved under the Build scenario and 1.53 minutes saved under the No Build 
scenario. 

Economic Impacts to Environmental Justice Populations for the Build Scenario 
• Tyler Area MPO: Based on 2002 income data, the Build scenario estimates that 4.7 to 

10.2 percent of the median household income for environmental justice populations could be 
required to utilize the toll road. Estimates are based on 500 trips per year with average trip lengths 
ranging from 10.2 to 20.1 toll road miles and a future toll rate of 15 cents per mile. 

• Longview MPO: Based on 2002 income data, the Build scenario estimates that 5.5 to 10.6 percent 
of the median household income could be required to use the toll road. Estimates are based on 
500 trips per year with average trip lengths ranging from 9.6 to 17.2 toll road miles and a future 
toll rate of 15 cents per mile. 

Economic Impacts to Environmental Justice Populations for the No Build Scenario 
• Tyler MPO Area: Based on 2002 income data, the No Build scenario estimates that 3 to 

3.8 percent of median household income could be required to use existing portions of toll road 
that are currently built. Estimates are based on 500 trips per year with average trip lengths 
ranging from 6.3 to 8.2 toll road miles and a future toll rate of 15 cents per mile. 

• Longview MPO: In Longview, no candidate trips were identified under the No Build Scenario as 
no segments of toll road currently exist within this area. 

Land Use Impacts 
Because the proposed toll network would be constructed on new location, it has the potential to influence 
development and cause changes to land use in the vicinity of the project area. Municipalities in the region 
have been planning for the regional toll network for some time and evaluating compatible land use. Many 
of the goals and expectations discussed in existing planning documents have already taken place 
including the completion of portions of the toll road in Smith County. The toll network would be a limited 
access facility, with frontage roads and access points only at major intersections. The lack of frontage 
roads could limit commercial development adjacent to most of the toll corridor, but may encourage 
development at and immediately adjacent to the interchanges. Impacts to land use associated with specific 
sections of the toll network will be discussed and evaluated in the individual project documents.  

Air Quality Impacts 
The proposed regional toll network is located in Gregg, Harrison, Smith, and Upshur Counties, which are 
part of the Northeast Texas regional area in the Texas air quality State Implementation Plan (SIP). These 
counties are in attainment or unclassifiable for all national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). The 
proposed action is consistent with Tyler Area MPO’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 and 
Longview MPO’s Transportation 2035. Because the project area is in attainment or unclassifiable for all 
NAAQS, and the toll network is consistent with the two area MTPs, the transportation conformity rules 
do not apply. As environmental documents are developed for each project segment, a Texas Air Quality 
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Analysis will be conducted, as appropriate. It is anticipated that the Tyler-Longview region would 
continue to meet air quality standards. 

Conclusions 
Based on the time savings and toll cost analysis, it is not anticipated that the proposed Tyler-Longview 
regional toll network would cause disproportionately high or adverse effects on low-income or minority 
communities in the MPO regions. The existing road network connects many of the identified EJ 
populations in the region to major employment centers. Because the proposed toll network would be 
constructed on new location, low-income populations wishing to avoid paying a toll would have many 
existing non-toll routes as alternatives. If EJ populations do choose to use the toll road, they would realize a 
time benefit over using the non-toll network, though the regular use of the toll network would be an added 
expense to low income populations. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this regional toll network analysis is to examine the overall potential indirect and 
cumulative effects of a proposed toll network located in the northeast Texas counties of Smith, Gregg, 
Upshur, and Harrison (Figure 1 in Appendix A). A key element of a network-level analysis is an 
examination of potential impacts to environmental justice (EJ) populations, as well as potential impacts to 
land use and air quality. This analysis will also discuss toll policies, methods of toll collection, potential 
mitigation measures, provisions for limited English proficiency (LEP) populations, economic impacts, 
and land use trends in the study area. This document will be incorporated into the area 2035 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plans (MTPs) and may be incorporated into the environmental documents for individual 
projects associated with the toll network. The proposed toll network project area, as shown in Figure 1, 
and as discussed in this document, reflects the existing and proposed toll network as of early 2013. 
Subsequent modifications to the proposed corridor sections have not been incorporated into this analysis. 

1.1 Regional Toll Network 

The Tyler-Longview Regional Toll Network is an existing and proposed limited-access tolled corridor, 
approximately 46 miles long, which combines elements of three previously unrelated projects in the Tyler 
and Longview areas. Since 2006, the North East Texas Regional Mobility Authority (NETRMA) has 
been working with the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) to combine the proposed Loop 49, 
the Longview Outer Loop, and the Lindale Relief Route projects into a single regional toll network 
project. Loop 49 was originally proposed as an outer loop around Tyler and has been in the planning 
stages for over 30 years. The original Longview Outer Loop project has evolved into the East Texas 
Hourglass concept and includes a proposed connection to Marshall and the US 59/I-69 corridor. The 
Lindale Relief Route was originally planned as an extension of Loop 49 from IH 20 to US 69 north of 
Lindale. 

Initial construction throughout the network would consist of a two-lane undivided roadway with 
shoulders and one travel lane in each direction. In the future, a second set of travel lanes would be added 
so that the roadway would consist of a four-lane divided expressway with a grassy center median. The 
Tyler-Longview regional toll network is anticipated to be a toll facility for the foreseeable future. 

The purpose of the regional toll network project is to enhance mobility and economic viability in the 
Northeast Texas region. According to the Longview MTP, Toll 49 “will introduce new travel modes, 
enhance safety, decrease travel time, and improve the quality of life for citizens.” 

1.2 Project Area 

The toll network project area extends across Smith, Gregg, Upshur, and Harrison Counties (Figure 1). 
Other than this network, there are no additional toll roads currently in operation or planned in the project 
area. The project area includes two Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs): the Tyler Area MPO 
and the Longview MPO (Figure 2). The Tyler Area MPO covers the City of Tyler urbanized area and 
includes developing areas within Smith County such as Hideaway, Lindale, New Chapel Hill, Noonday, 
and Whitehouse. The Longview MPO covers the Cities of Longview and White Oak, as well as portions 
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of Gregg and Harrison Counties. Originally, neither of the MPO boundaries extended into Upshur 
County. In November 2013, both of the area MPOs expanded their boundaries; however, the previous 
boundaries as described above and shown in Figure 2 were used in this analysis. 

The Tyler-Longview regional toll network has been divided into segments for the purposes of project 
development and construction (Figure 3 and Table 1). Segments 1, 2, 3A, 3B, 4, and 5 form a curve 
south and west of Tyler in Smith County. The currently completed segments are signed as Toll 49. 
Segment 4 is also known as the Lindale Relief Route. The proposed East Texas Hourglass would extend 
from southeast of Tyler in Smith County, across Gregg and Upshur Counties to northwest of Longview, 
and across northern Harrison County to north of Marshall. The East Texas Hourglass would consist of 
Segments 6, 6A, 7, 8, and 8A. 

Table 1. Regional Toll Network Segment Descriptions and Timeline 

Segment Description County Approx. 
Length 

Actual or 
Projected 

Completion Date 
Toll 49 

1 Located south of Tyler, Segment 1 extends from 
SH 155 east to US 69. It opened in November 2006. Smith 5 miles August 2006 

2 Segment 2 extends from US 69 east to FM 756 
(Paluxy Road). Tolling was initiated in March 2008. Smith 2 miles January 2008 

3A Located on the west side of Tyler, Segment 3A 
extends from SH 155 north to SH 31. Smith 6.6 miles November 2012 

3B 

Also located on the west side of Tyler, Segment 3B 
extends from SH 31 north to IH 20. This segment was 
constructed using the design-build development 
concept. 

Smith 10.2 miles March 2013 

4 
Also known as the Lindale Relief Route, this 
proposed segment would extend from IH 20 to US 69 
north of Lindale. 

Smith 7.4 miles By 2018 

5 Located southeast of Tyler, Segment 5 extends from 
FM 756 east to SH 110. Smith 2.5 miles June 2012 

East Texas Hourglass 

6 

This proposed segment would extend from SH 110 
near Whitehouse to IH 20 near the Smith/Gregg 
County line. Segment 6 has been divided into two 
sections:  
Segment 6B would extend from SH 110 to FM 850 
Segment 6C would extend from FM 850 to IH 20. 

Smith 20 miles By 2025 

6A 
This proposed spur from Segment 6 would connect to 
the University of Texas Health Northeast campus near 
the intersection of US 271 and SH 155. 

Smith 7 miles By 2025 

7 

This proposed segment would form part of the outer 
loop around Longview, by extending north and east 
from IH 20 around the north side of Longview to 
US 259. Segment 7 has been divided into three 
sections:  
Segment 7A would extend from IH 20 to US 80, 
Segment 7B would extend from US 80 to SH 300, and 
Segment 7C would extend from SH 300 to US 259. 

Smith, 
Gregg, 
Upshur 

20 miles Partial by 2025 
Remainder by 2030 
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Table 1. Regional Toll Network Segment Descriptions and Timeline 

Segment Description County Approx. 
Length 

Actual or 
Projected 

Completion Date 

8 

This proposed segment would begin at US 259 and 
extend east to US 59 in Marshall. The portion east of 
Segment 8A would be constructed after the 2035 MTP 
horizon year and is not discussed in this analysis. 

Gregg, 
Harrison 20 miles 

Partial by 2030 
Remainder after 

2040 

8A 
This proposed spur would form the eastern side of the 
outer loop around Longview, by extending from 
US 259 south to IH 20 near Hallsville. 

Harrison 11 miles By 2035 

Sources: NETRMA’s toll49.org website and TxDOT Tyler District 

When complete, the entire regional toll network would begin at US 69 in northwest Smith County, curve 
around south of Tyler, extend northeast to the north side of Longview, travel east to north of Marshall, 
and end at US 59/I-69 in north-central Harrison County. US 59 in Harrison County is part of the 
anticipated corridor for the proposed I-69 in Texas. However, the portion of Segment 8 between Segment 
8A and US 59/I-69 would be constructed after 2035, which is beyond the MTP 2035 horizon year, and is 
not discussed in this document. 

The regional toll network would cross IH 20 both west and east of Tyler and also provide a connection to 
IH 20 east of Longview. IH 20 is the area’s east-west interstate highway and is a major travel corridor for 
the region. In addition to providing additional connectivity to IH 20, the regional toll network would 
connect to various US highways, state highways, farm-to-market roads, and county roads in the project 
area: 

• In Smith County, the toll network would provide interchanges, from west to east, with US 69, 
FM 16, IH 20, SH 64, SH 31, SH 155, CR 178, CR 165, FM 2493, US 69, FM 756, FM 2964, 
SH 110, SH 64, FM 850, SH 31, and IH 20. A proposed spur (Segment 6A) in Smith County 
would provide a connection to the University of Texas Health Northeast campus, located in 
northeast Tyler at the intersection of US 277 and SH 155.  

• In Gregg County, the proposed regional toll network would cross FM 1252 and SH 135 and 
provide an intersection with US 80, before passing into Upshur County. East of the Upshur 
County line, the toll road would either follow a northern or a southern alignment. The final 
alignment will be determined during later planning. The southern alignment was used for the 
modeling and analysis presented in this document at the request of the Longview MPO. 

• In Upshur County, the toll corridor would cross FM 1845 and provide an intersection with 
SH 300. In northwestern Gregg County, the facility would intersect with US 259 before entering 
Harrison County. In Harrison County, the toll network would provide interchanges with 
FM 2879, FM 450, SH 154, and US 59. If the southern alignment is selected, an interchange with 
FM 449 may also be provided. A proposed spur east of Longview (Segment 8A) would provide a 
connection to IH 20, forming part of an outer loop for Longview.  
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As of early 2014, portions of Toll 49 around Tyler (Segments 1, 2, 3A, 3B, and 5) are open to traffic as a 
two-lane tolled roadway with shoulders and a single lane of traffic in each direction. South of Tyler, 
Segments 1 and 2 form a 7.0 mile toll road from SH 155 to FM 756. Segment 1 opened in November 
2006 and Segment 2 opened to traffic in March 2008. Segment 5 extends the toll road 2.5 miles eastward 
from FM 756 to SH 110; Segment 5 opened in June 2012. West of Tyler, Segments 3A and 3B complete 
a 16.8 mile connection from SH 155 northward to IH 20. Segment 3A opened to traffic in November 
2012 and Segment 3B was completed in March 2013. 

The Lindale Relief Route (Segment 4) is in the planning stage of development, with a preferred route 
identified and environmental clearance anticipated by the end of 2014. A public hearing on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement was held on January 9, 2014. Construction is expected to begin in 2015. 
The Lindale Relief Route is projected to be open to traffic by 2018. 

The East Texas Hourglass is in the conceptual planning stage of development and an exact corridor for 
this portion of the regional toll network corridor has not yet been determined. Construction would proceed 
in a west to east direction toward Longview and Marshall. Construction from SH 110 to US 80 (including 
Segments 6 and 6A and a portion of Segment 7) is anticipated by the end 2025. Construction from US 80 
to FM 2879 (including the remainder of Segment 7 and a portion of Segment 8) would be completed by 
2030. Segment 8A, the 20-mile-long spur connecting the toll network to IH 20 on the east side of 
Longview, would be constructed by 2035. The remainder of the planned toll route that would connect to 
US 59 north of Marshall would be constructed sometime after 2040, which is beyond the horizon year for 
the 2035 MTPs. 

Planning is currently underway for portions of the East Texas Hourglass. The NETRMA held a public 
meeting on November 12, 2013, in Gladewater to provide information about the proposed project and 
gather public input on the portion of Segment 7 from US 80 to FM 1845 (part of Segment 7B) in Gregg 
and Upshur Counties. 

1.3 Existing Transportation Network 

The existing non-tolled transportation network in Smith, Gregg, Upshur, and Harrison Counties consists 
of: one east-west interstate highway; four U.S. highways; 13 State highways; 10 Farm-to-Market roads; 
three full or partial loops around Tyler, Longview, and Marshall; and a number of county and local roads.  

Based on the 2002 travel demand models for the Tyler Area and Longview MPOs, the existing 
transportation network across the two areas consists of more than 2,300 lane-miles of roadways 
(Figure 4). 

With the construction of the proposed Toll 49 and East Texas Hourglass, the region would gain a tolled 
network consisting of an east-west connector between Tyler and Longview, partial outer loops around 
Tyler and Longview, and a proposed future connection to US 59/I-69. 

Except for the regional toll network described above, there are no other existing or proposed toll facilities 
in the study area through 2035. Approximately 52.6 lane-miles of roadway in the project area are 
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currently tolled (2.2% of the total network). By the MTP horizon year of 2035, approximately 94.4 lane-
miles (4.0%) of the road network in the Tyler and Longview MPO areas would be tolled. 

1.4 Toll Policies and Methods of Toll Collection 

Toll 49 is operated by the NETRMA. Control of the Toll 49 operation and maintenance duties was 
transferred from TxDOT to NETRMA in March 2013. On the currently open 26.3-mile section west and 
south of Tyler (from IH 20 to SH 110 near Whitehouse) tolls are collected by the use of electronic toll 
gates, located at mid-road toll plazas and on certain entrance and exit ramps. There are four mid-road toll 
plazas and three ramp plazas. The toll facility does not take payment on-site and toll rates vary by vehicle 
type and payment type. 

1.4.1 Toll policies and rates 

NETRMA’s Toll Policies and Road Use document, adopted under Resolution Number 13-02 on 
January 22, 2013, outlines the toll collection and toll rate policy (Appendix B). A toll rate multiplier 
applies based on vehicle type and number of trailers, as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. Toll Rate Multipliers 
Vehicle Type Rate 
Cars, Motorcycles, and Trucks 1 x Base Rate 
SUV, Passenger Car with Trailer 2 x Base Rate 
Unibody Truck 3 x Base Rate 
Tractor Trucks with One Trailer 4 x Base Rate 
Tractor Trucks with Two Trailers 5 x Base Rate 
Emergency First Responders $0.00 

Source: NETRMA Toll Policies and Road Use, adopted 1-22-2013 

Based on the 2008 Memorandum of Understanding between the NETRMA and TxDOT, the established 
base rate for the Toll 49 facility to IH 20 (Segment 3B), was 12.0 cents per mile with an annual increase 
of 1.0 cent per mile until the underlying base rate was 15.0 cents per mile. Thereafter, the rate would be 
inflated using the Consumer Price Index every two years on December 31, for a maximum allowable 
annual increase of 6% per two year period. Segment 3B (which connects to IH 20) opened in 
March 2013; therefore this tolling price policy currently applies. 

Emergency and military vehicles are exempt from paying tolls on the Toll 49 system. Public transit 
vehicles, such as buses and 16-passenger vans operated by the City of Tyler’s Tyler Transit or by Smith 
County, are also exempt from toll fees, though an electronic transponder may be required to receive the 
benefit. The 81st Texas Legislature approved free or discounted tolls for disabled veterans, Purple Heart 
awardees, and Congressional Medal of Honor recipients that display a specialty license plate. Though the 
NETRMA Board has approved a Disabled Veterans Discount Program, no funding is yet available to 
implement the program. 

Tolls are collected electronically, with a TxTag or through the Pay By Mail Option. Through an 
Interagency Agreement, NETRMA is utilizing the Central Texas Regional Mobility Authority’s toll 
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payment process, which uses the TxTag system. A TxTag is a sticker-based transponder that is 
permanently mounted on the windshield behind the review mirror inside a vehicle. The TxTag contains a 
microchip that is read by an electronic reader at a toll plaza when a vehicle travels through the toll gate. A 
TxTag account requires users to prepay for tolls and to either manually or automatically replenish the 
account as tolls are collected from the account. TxTag customers receive a discounted toll rate that is 
approximately 25% less than the Pay By Mail toll rate.  

As of March 29, 2013, the cost for a car with a TxTag to travel the entire length of the currently open 
26.3-mile section of Toll 49 is $2.68, or approximately 10.2 cents per mile. The cost for a car without a 
TxTag is $3.58, or approximately 13.6 cents per mile. Figure 5 shows the toll system map as of March 3, 
2013 with the toll collection points and toll rates for cars, motorcycles, and trucks and Figure 6 shows the 
toll rates by tolling point for all vehicle types. 

Toll rates for the Lindale Relief Route (Segment 4) and the East Texas Hourglass have not yet been 
determined, but would likely be similar to the current rates on a per mile basis. 

TxTags can be ordered online, by phone, by mail, in person at the Customer Service Center in Austin, or 
in person at TxTag promotional events. The TxTag sticker for most vehicles is free with an automatically 
replenished (AutoPay) account and an initial $20 toll prepayment. An AutoPay account requires the use 
of a credit or debit card. A Manual Pay option is available that does not require a credit or debit card, but 
the user is responsible for monitoring the account to ensure sufficient funds are available in the account at 
all times. Money can be added to a TxTag account by using a credit or debit card online, by phone, or in 
person at the Customer Service Center in Austin. Cash may be used, but only in person in Austin. A 
check or money order may also be used to replenish a TxTag account, but only by mail or in person in 
Austin. 

If the AutoPay method is not selected, there is a fee for the TxTag sticker of $13.85. Replacement stickers 
are free. Motorcycles use a different type of TxTag; regardless of account type, there is a tag fee of $10 
and a $35 deposit is required. 

The Toll 49 toll plazas also recognize tags from other toll systems in Texas. Valid Dallas Toll Tags and 
Houston EZ Tags also may be used to travel on Toll 49. 

The Pay By Mail option is used when a vehicle does not have a valid TxTag, Toll Tag, or EZ Tag. Tolls 
charged through Pay By Mail are 25% higher than tolls charged through the TxTag system and are 
charged an additional $1.00 bill processing fee. Pay By Mail tolls are processed by Municipal Services 
Bureau (MSB), which sends out toll bills or notices of toll violations for NETRMA. Pay by Mail tolls 
may be paid online, by mail, by phone or in person at ACE Cash Express stores. If Pay By Mail tolls are 
not paid within 30 days, the bill enters the toll violation process and additional administrative fees and 
court fines may be incurred. 
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1.4.2 Mitigation for low-income populations  

Mitigation measures for low income populations might include transit service improvements, toll 
subsidies, or other discounts. According to the NETRMA’s Toll Policy, there are currently no existing or 
planned programs to mitigate the cost of using the toll road for low-income populations in the project 
area. 

2.0 REGIONAL TOLL ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Guidance 

This regional toll network analysis follows the methodology described in the FHWA and TxDOT Joint 
Guidance for Project and Network Level Environmental Justice, Regional Network Land Use, and Air 
Quality Analyses for Toll Roads, April 23, 2009. A regional toll analysis is intended to provide a “big 
picture view” of the overall indirect and cumulative effects of the toll network. 

In addition to the joint guidance document, example regional toll network analysis documents prepared 
by the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG), Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-
GAC), and Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) were examined. In the example 
documents, the regional planning authorities considered aspects of multiple, interconnected, and more 
complex toll facilities. However, many of these issues are not applicable to the Tyler and Longview area. 
The proposed Tyler-Longview regional toll network is a stand-alone toll facility, composed of multiple 
segments, and it is not anticipated by 2035 to connect to other future toll roads. While Toll 49, the Lindale 
Relief Route, and the East Texas Hourglass are discussed as separate named facilities, these segments are 
part of the network and will be discussed in this document under the umbrella of the Tyler-Longview 
regional toll network. 

2.2 Travel Demand Modeling 

A travel demand model simulates and forecasts vehicular traffic on roadway networks. Travel demand 
modeling was performed using TransCAD software, based on models developed by TxDOT’s 
Transportation Planning and Programming Division (TPP) and modified by the MPOs to include local 
roadway information and their own forecasted demographic data. Travel demand models from the most 
recently approved Tyler Area and Longview MTPs were used for this analysis. 

2.2.1 Traffic Analysis Zones 

Travel demand models include networks of roads and pre-defined Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs). These 
zones represent populations of travelers that take various types of trips from one TAZ to another using the 
roadway network. All trips have an origin TAZ and a destination TAZ. The origin TAZ is where a trip 
starts and is usually the place where people live. Destinations are places where people want or need to go, 
such as work, school, shopping centers, or entertainment areas. These modeled trips are based on 
algorithms that use the demographic data and land use characteristics of each TAZ, as well as the 
characteristics of the roadway network, to predict where and how these hypothetical travelers move 
throughout the area. 
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2.2.2 Travel Demand Model Study Area 

The TAZs used in the travel demand models for the Tyler Area and Longview MPOs are shown in 
Figures 7 and 8. For the Tyler Area MPO, Figure 7 shows the numbered TAZ geographies with respect 
to the proposed toll network and major arterials in Smith County. For the Longview MPO, Figure 8 
shows the numbered TAZ geographies with respect to the proposed toll network and major arterials in 
Gregg County, as well as portions of Upshur and Harrison Counties. 

 In order to be consistent with the financially-constrained area MTPs, only the TAZs included in the travel 
demand models and the road network (including the toll facility) through 2035 are part of this regional 
toll analysis. 

The models also included external TAZs. External TAZs, depicted as small triangles at the edges of each 
model areas in Figures 7 and 8, represent travelers that have origins or destinations outside the models. 
For example, trips leaving the Tyler Area model on Tyler’s east side are likely to be entering the 
Longview model on Longview’s west side. Connections between the Tyler Area and Longview models 
and travel across the modeled region, such as on IH 20, are accounted for in the travel demand models. 
However, the EJ analysis is focused on travel within and between the internal TAZs in order to determine 
potential impacts of the proposed regional toll network on area residents. 

2.2.3 Build versus No Build 

The Tyler Area and Longview travel demand models have a base year of 2002. The travel demand models 
from the Tyler Area and Longview MPOs were combined and adjusted to include the proposed toll 
network (and other projects in the MTP) through 2035. Two modeling scenarios were developed for this 
analysis. Under the “Build” scenario, the entire proposed toll network through 2035 is considered. Under 
the “No Build” scenario, the toll facility is considered only as it exists through the present year (2014), 
with no future construction of the proposed toll route, though other projects within the financially 
constrained MTPs through 2035 are included. Therefore, the Build scenario includes the entire proposed 
toll network, while the No Build scenario includes only the section that has already been completed 
around Tyler. Comparisons between the Build and No Build scenarios will be used as part of the potential 
users of the toll network discussion in Sections 3.4 and 3.5. 

2.2.4 Model Assumptions, Adjustment, and Calibration 

The 2002 base year travel demand models for both the Tyler Area and Longview MPOs from TxDOT 
TPP were used to determine the travel times and average trip lengths discussed in this report. The models 
included the base year of 2002, as well as interim year models such as 2007, 2012, 2020, 2030, and 2035. 
The travel demand models used the TxDOT TripCAL5 and ATOM2 software in order to perform both 
trip generation and trip distribution, respectively, for the Tyler and Longview areas. Trip assignment was 
performed on the base year and future year traffic volumes using TransCAD software. 

Current toll rates (see Section 1.4.1) were applied to the toll network for the 2012 model year and future 
toll rates of 15 cents per mile were applied to the future travel demand models in TransCAD. Following 
the modification of the toll link properties, the 2012 base year model was calibrated based upon actual 
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traffic data from TxDOT. Calibration factors developed from the 2012 base year model were then applied 
to the future year models, including the 2035 travel demand models. 

Following the calibration process, the 2035 travel demand models were run in order to determine the 
future traffic volumes on each link within the networks, as well as the density, travel speeds and travel 
times for each link within the Tyler and Longview areas. The 2035 travel demand model networks for 
both Tyler and Longview were exported to Geographic Information System (GIS) files. The two model 
data sets were merged to generate a future 2035 network, from which travel times to and from each TAZ 
could be calculated for routes both using and not using the proposed toll network. 

“Candidate Trips” (see definition in Section 3.4.2) were generated from this merged network as the routes 
between zones that would save drivers a minimum of 30 seconds by using the toll road. The number of 
candidate trips, the travel times, and trip distances were then determined and used for the environmental 
justice analysis.  

Limitations associated with this modeling method are discussed in Section 7.2. 

2.3 Format of the Regional Toll Analysis 

The Regional Toll Analysis focuses on potential impacts to EJ populations in the project area (Section 3). 
Since the analysis is at a regional scale, this report will first present background minority, low-income, 
and limited English proficiency (LEP) data for the four counties within the project area: Gregg, Harrison, 
Smith, and Upshur (Section 3.1). Provisions for LEP populations will also be briefly discussed. 

Next, the analysis will present EJ data for minority and low-income populations at the travel demand 
model level. The regional toll analysis will examine the TAZs and determine which zones contain 
minority and low-income EJ populations (Sections 3.2). The analysis will describe the location of the EJ 
populations in relation to the proposed toll facility (Section 3.3). 

The travel demand models will be used to identify potential users of the toll network (Section 3.4) and 
estimate potential usage of the toll facility by EJ populations. Candidate toll trips will be identified and 
used to estimate time savings from using the toll facility. Average travel times under the build and no 
build scenarios will be compared for EJ and non-EJ areas for travel along modeled toll and non-toll paths 
(Section 3.5). Origin and destination information will be used to characterize trips by EJ populations in 
relation to the toll facility and major employment destinations. Using the trip information from the travel 
demand models, an estimate of the potential economic impact of toll road usage will be calculated and 
compared as a percentage of median household incomes (Section 3.6). 

Potential impacts to land use patterns at the regional level will be briefly discussed in Section 4 using 
information gathered from the MPOs, the local communities, and project-level analysis. In Section 5, air 
quality considerations will be discussed as they relate to the regional toll network. 
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Taking into account the results of EJ analysis, as well as considerations of impacts to land use and air 
quality, the regional toll analysis will discuss the overall impacts and projected benefits of the proposed 
toll network (Section 6). 

The final two sections of the report will discuss the limitations of this analysis and modeling effort 
(Section 7) and present a conclusion and summary of the analysis (Section 8). 

3.0 NETWORK-LEVEL ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS 

3.1 Environmental Justice – Regional Introduction 

Executive Order 12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations” requires each federal agency to “make achieving environmental justice part of 
its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations.” The FHWA has identified three fundamental principles of environmental justice 
(EJ): 

1. To avoid, minimize or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations and low-income populations; 

2. To ensure full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation 
decision-making process; 

3. To prevent the denial of, reduction in or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority 
populations and low-income populations.  

Disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects are defined by FHWA as 
adverse effects that:  

1. are predominately borne by a minority population and/or low-income population; or  

2. would be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and are appreciably more 
severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effects that will be suffered by the nonminority 
population and/or non-low-income population. 

3.1.1 Minority Populations 

A minority population is defined as a group of people and/or community experiencing common 
conditions or exposure or impact that consists of persons classified by the U.S. Census as Black, Asian, 
American Indian or Alaska Native, Hispanic, or other non-white persons, including those persons of two 
or more races. 

The following tables present data from the 2000 U.S. Census, the 2010 U.S. Census, and the 2007-2011 
American Community Survey for Texas, Gregg, Harrison, Smith, and Upshur Counties. 
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All counties in the project area showed increases in population size between 2000 and 2010, with Gregg 
and Smith Counties showing larger population growth. Changes in race and ethnicity population 
percentages at the county level between the 2000 and 2010 census generally showed similar trends across 
the four counties. Percentages of Hispanic or Latino populations increased, with smaller increases in 
Asian populations. Percentages of white and Black or African American populations decreased between 
the 2000 and 2010 census years.  

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the percentage of minority populations (non-white) in counties within 
the project area range from 15.8 to 32.1 percent, which is lower than the state percentage of 47.6 percent. 
Within the project area, most of the minority populations are Black or African American, with generally 
smaller percentages of Hispanic or Latino populations (Table 3). 

Table 3. 2000 Race and Ethnicity Populations and Percentages by County 

Geographic Area  
and Population 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

Not Hispanic or Latino 

White 
Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian and 

Alaskan 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian 
and Other 

Pacific 
Islander 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Two or 
More 
Races 

Texas 
20,851,820 

6,669,666 
32.0% 

10,933,313 
52.4% 

2,364,255 
11.3% 

68,859 
0.3% 

554,445 
2.7% 

10,757 
0.1% 

19,958 
0.1% 

230,567 
1.1% 

Gregg County 
111,379 

10,183 
9.1% 

76,851 
69.0% 

21,989 
19.7% 

426 
0.4% 

745 
0.7% 

17 
<0.1% 

46 
<0.1% 

1,122 
1.0% 

Harrison County 
62,110 

3,316 
5.3% 

43,044 
69.3% 

14,861 
23.9% 

165 
0.3% 

186 
0.3% 

21 
<0.1% 

28 
<0.1% 

489 
0.8% 

Smith County 
174,706 

19,521 
11.2% 

118,598 
67.9% 

33,129 
19.0% 

562 
0.3% 

1,201 
0.7% 

29 
<0.1% 

119 
0.1% 

1,547 
0.9% 

Upshur County 
35,291 

1,394 
4.0% 

29,728 
84.2% 

3,557 
10.1% 

191 
0.5% 

65 
0.2% 

7 
<0.1% 

30 
0.1% 

319 
0.9% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census, Summary File 1, Data Set P004 in Detailed Tables 

 

Table 4. 2010 Race and Ethnicity Populations and Percentages by County 

Geographic Area  
and Population 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

Not Hispanic or Latino 

White 
Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian and 

Alaskan 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian 
and Other 

Pacific 
Islander 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Two or 
More 
Races 

Texas 
25,145,561 

9,460,921 
37.6% 

11,397,345 
45.3% 

2,886,825 
11.5% 

80,586 
0.3% 

948,426 
3.8% 

17,920 
0.1% 

33,980 
0.1% 

319,558 
1.3% 

Gregg County 
121,730 

20,018 
16.4% 

74,005 
60.8% 

24,068 
19.8% 

497 
0.4% 

1,316 
1.1% 

35 
<0.1% 

119 
0.1% 

1,672 
1.4% 

Harrison County 
65,631 

7,254 
11.1% 

42,654 
65.0% 

14,303 
21.8% 

277 
0.4% 

331 
0.5% 

26 
<0.1% 

52 
0.1% 

734 
1.1% 

Smith County 
209,714 

36,088 
17.2% 

130,246 
62.1% 

37,195 
17.7% 

734 
0.4% 

2,550 
1.2% 

63 
<0.1% 

225 
0.1% 

2,613 
1.2% 

Upshur County 
39,309 

2,613 
6.6% 

32,257 
82.1% 

3,388 
8.6% 

206 
0.5% 

146 
0.4% 

3 
<0.1% 

35 
0.1% 

661 
1.7% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census, Summary File 1, Data Set P9 in Detailed Tables 
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3.1.2 Low income populations  

A low income population is defined as a group of people and/or a community that, as a whole, has a 
median annual income equal to or below the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) poverty 
guideline for a family of four. The poverty guidelines for 2000 to 2014 are shown in Table 5. Note that 
because the baseline year of the travel demand models used in this analysis was 2002, the poverty 
guideline from 2002 will be used to determine low-income EJ populations (see * in Table 5). 

Table 5. DHHS Poverty Guidelines  
Year Individual Family of Four  
2000 $8,350 $17,050  
2001 $8,590 $17,650  
2002 $8,860 $18,100 * 
2003 $8,980 $18,400  
2004 $9,310 $18,850  
2005 $9,570 $19,350  
2006 $9,800 $20,000  
2007 $10,210 $20,650  
2008 $10,400 $21,200  
2009 $10,830 $22,050  
2010 $10,830 $22,050  
2011 $10,890 $22,350  
2012 $11,170 $23,050  
2013 $11,490 $23,550  
2014 $11,670 $23,850  

Source: U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/ 

Median household incomes from the 2000 Census and the 2007-2011 American Community Survey 
indicate that at the county level, household incomes are generally well above the poverty guidelines for 
recent years and are generally similar across the region (Table 6). 

Table 6. Median Household Income Estimates 

Location Median Household Income 
(in 1999 dollars) 

Median Household Income 
(in 2011 dollars) 

Estimate Margin of Error 
Texas $39,927 $50,920 +/- 133 
Gregg County $35,006 $44,608 +/- 1,223 
Harrison County $33,520 $45,357 +/- 1,633 
Smith County $37,148 $46,615 +/- 1,519 
Upshur County $33,347 $46,734 +/- 2,270 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census, Summary File 3, Data Set P053 and 2007-2011 American 
Community Survey, 5-year estimates, Table B19013 

 

3.1.3 Limited English Proficiency 

Another component of EJ is accommodations for persons with limited English proficiency (LEP). 
Executive Order 13166, “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency,” 
requires agencies to examine the services they provide, identify any need for services to those with LEP, 
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and develop and implement a system to provide those services so that LEP persons can have meaningful 
access to them.  

LEP populations are present within the toll network project area (Tables 7 and 8). Data from 2000 and 
2011 indicate that the LEP populations in the project area speak primarily Spanish. 

Table 7. Limited English Proficiency in 2000 by State and County 

 

Total 
Population 
(age 5 years 
and over) 

Percentage that Speaks English Less than “Very Well” 
by Language Spoken: 

Speaks 
Spanish 

Speaks other 
Indo-European 

languages 

Speaks Asian and 
Pacific Island 

Languages 

Speaks 
Other 

Languages 
Total 

Texas 19,241,518 12.3 0.5 1.0 0.1 13.9 
Gregg County 103,667 4.4 0.1 0.1 <0.1 4.7 
Harrison County 69,047 2.5 0.1 0.1 0.0 2.7 
Smith County 162,278 5.4 0.2 0.2 <0.1 5.9 
Upshur County 33,003 1.6 0.1 0.1 <0.1 1.8 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census, Summary File 3, Table DP-2. 

 
Table 8. Limited English Proficiency in 2011 by State and County 

 

Total 
Population 
(age 5 years 
and over) 

Percentage that Speaks English Less Than “Very Well” 
by Language Spoken (+/- Margin of Error) 

Speaks 
Spanish 

Speaks other 
Indo-European 

Languages 

Speaks Asian and 
Pacific Island 

Languages 

Speaks 
Other 

Languages 
Total 

Texas 22,850,447 12.7 +/- 0.1 0.5 +/- 0.1 1.2 +/- 0.1 0.2 +/- 0.1 14.5 +/- 0.1 
Gregg County 111,659 7.0 +/- 0.5 0.2 +/- 0.1 0.2 +/- 0.1 0.0 +/- 0.1 7.4 +/- 0.6 
Harrison County 60,404 4.3 +/- 0.5 0.0 +/- 0.1 0.1 +/- 0.1 0.0 +/- 0.1 4.5 +/- 0.6 
Smith County 192,051 6.5 +/- 0.4 0.1 +/- 0.1 0.3 +/- 0.1 0.1 +/- 0.1 7.1 +/- 0.4 
Upshur County 36,576 1.8 +/- 0.3 0.2 +/- 0.1 0.1 +/- 0.1 0.1 +/- 0.1 2.1 +/- 0.4 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates, Table B16001 and DP02. 

3.1.4 Provisions for Limited English Proficiency populations 

Provisions for LEP populations have been made at the toll operation and individual MPO levels. 

At the toll operation level, a version of the TxTag website is available in the Spanish language. The toll-
free phone number for the TxTag customer service phone center provides the option to connect to a 
Spanish-speaking representative. In addition, a separate TxTag customer service phone number is 
available for deaf and hard of hearing customers. 

The Tyler Area MPO’s Title VI LEP Four Factor Analysis and Implementation Plan (Revised 2012) 
describes the MPO’s process to provide LEP persons information regarding transportation issues. The 
Plan’s need analysis is divided into four factors: defining the number or proportion of LEP persons who 
may be served or are likely to encounter a transit program, activity, or service; the frequency with which 
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LEP persons come into contact with transit programs, activities, or services; the nature and importance of 
the programs, activities, or services provided to the LEP population; and the resources available to the 
transit system and the overall cost to provide language assistance. 

The overall trend in Tyler is an increase in Hispanic population (the Hispanic population doubled between 
1990 and 2000) in certain areas of the city, most notably inside of Loop 323 in the city’s older 
neighborhoods, north and east of downtown. Tyler’s MPO produces information such as brochures, 
flyers, posters, newspaper ads, radio ads, and websites in both English and Spanish. In addition, Tyler 
Transit’s website includes schedules, route maps, hours of operations and fares in both languages. 

The Implementation Plan is the second part of the Tyler Area MPO’s provisions for LEP populations. The 
MPO has divided the Implementation Plan into four tasks or objectives: identifying LEP persons who 
need language assistance; language assistance measures; staff training; providing notice to LEP persons; 
monitoring and updating the plan. The MPO plans on creating written information for drivers and staff to 
provide to LEP persons, providing all materials and assistance available in both English and Spanish, 
encourage bilingual job applicants, maintain translators in the Tyler police, fire, Development Services, 
and Water Departments. In addition, the MPO will work with community groups to verify the 
competency of interpreters and translations services. The MPO will train all staff on the Four Factor 
Analysis and Implementation Plan, demographic data regarding the LEP population, the printed materials 
for LEP persons, procedures to handle verbal requests for transit services in a foreign language, and the 
responsibility to notify the transit director about any LEP person’s unmet needs. The MPO plans to notify 
LEP persons by posting signs, brochures and website notices in English and Spanish. An annual review 
will include assessing its effectiveness, assessing staff training, reviewing sources for assistance, and 
reviewing and evaluating any LEP complaints (Tyler Area MPO, Title VI Coordinator 2012). 

The Longview MPO’s Public Participation Plan (adopted October 3, 2012) similarly describes the 
MPO’s procedures to insure that the public is fully informed about transportation issues, is given 
reasonable access to project documents, and has adequate opportunities to express opinions and concerns 
about transportation issues. The Plan acknowledges the presence of low-income and minority populations 
in the area and indicates that public outreach notices would be placed in the free community Spanish 
newspaper. 

The Longview MPO LEP plan (adopted on August 8, 2012) outlines how the Longview MPO intends to 
provide language assistance to persons with LEP and to notify LEP populations that assistance is 
available. The plan notes that LEP populations are very small within the MPO boundaries and that these 
populations speak primarily Spanish, based on analysis by the Longview MPO. As of 2012, no requests 
for interpreters or translated documents had been received by the MPO. However, the MPO is committed 
to providing reasonable accommodations to LEP populations, including providing interpreters when 
requested and publishing notifications in Spanish language newspapers. Under their LEP plan, MPO staff 
will be trained on LEP responsibilities and will continue to consider the needs of LEP populations. 
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3.2 Environmental Justice TAZs and Data 

In order to identify potential EJ areas in the regional toll analysis study area, data on race and ethnicity 
and income were obtained and placed in the context of the travel demand model road network by 
identifying individual TAZs as EJ areas. 

Income and minority data for this regional toll analysis were obtained from the following sources: 

• For the Tyler area, 2002 income data by TAZ from the Tyler Area travel demand model. 

• For the Longview area, 2002 income data by TAZ from the Longview travel demand model. 

• Minority data from the 2000 Census for the areas within the Tyler Area and Longview travel 
demand model boundaries correlated to TAZs. 

Note that data from 2000 and 2002 were used in order to be consistent with the current, most recently 
approved MTPs for the Tyler Area and Longview MPOs. 

3.2.1 Identifying TAZs with low income environmental justice populations 

For the purposes of this analysis, and in order to be consistent with the available travel demand models 
for the regional toll analysis study area, income values from the 2002 MPO travel demand models were 
compared to the 2002 poverty guideline for a family of four ($18,100). 

Table 9 lists the TAZs in the Tyler Area MPO travel demand model with 2002 incomes below the 
poverty guideline and Table 10 lists the TAZs in the Longview MPO travel demand model. Further 
discussion of the low income EJ TAZs is included in Section 3.3. 

Table 9. Tyler Area TAZs Identified as Low Income  

Tyler Area TAZ 2002 income from the Tyler Area MPO 
Travel Demand Model 

5 $13,217 
7 $17,971 
8 $17,253 
9 $11,808 

11 $17,971 
12 $14,976 
23 $16,764 
28 $13,802 
29 $10,011 
49 $15,077 
56 $15,575 
63 $11,847 
70 $17,099 

120 $15,757 
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Table 9. Tyler Area TAZs Identified as Low Income  

Tyler Area TAZ 2002 income from the Tyler Area MPO 
Travel Demand Model 

124 $15,944 
125 $15,815 
133 $16,414 
155 $13,179 
161 $15,216 
167 $16,347 
169 $15,997 
179 $12,554 
215 $15,738 
249 $14,976 
255 $11,808 
258 $16,414 
262 $15,757 
310 $17,971 
395 $13,802 
396 $10,011 
410 $16,414 

 

Table 10. Longview TAZs Identified as Low Income  

Longview TAZ 2002 income from the Longview MPO 
Travel Demand Model 

2 $16,956 
8 $16,956 

10 $16,956 
12 $16,956 
13 $16,956 
14 $16,956 
15 $16,956 
18 $16,956 
19 $16,956 
20 $16,956 
22 $16,956 
23 $16,956 
24 $16,956 
25 $16,956 
26 $16,956 
27 $16,956 
28 $16,956 
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Table 10. Longview TAZs Identified as Low Income  

Longview TAZ 2002 income from the Longview MPO 
Travel Demand Model 

29 $16,956 
37 $16,956 
38 $16,956 
39 $16,956 
40 $16,956 
41 $16,956 
45 $16,956 
64 $12,219 
70 $13,691 
71 $13,691 

243 $13,034 
 

3.2.2 Identifying TAZs with minority environmental justice populations 

For the purposes of the regional toll analysis, and in order to be consistent with the available travel 
demand model based year for the regional toll analysis study area, race and ethnicity population values 
from the 2000 U.S. Census were obtained for the census block groups located in Gregg, Harrison, Smith 
and Upshur Counties. A census block group was identified as a minority EJ area if greater than 50 percent 
of the population was counted as a non-white race or ethnicity. To translate the census block group areas 
to TAZs, GIS software was used to overlay the TAZs from the both MPO travel demand models with the 
census block groups. Census block group areas were generally larger than the TAZ areas. 

A TAZ was identified as a minority EJ area if 50 percent or more of the area within the TAZ overlapped 
an identified minority census block group. In other words, a TAZ was considered a minority EJ area if it 
was located within or largely overlapped a minority census block group area. Tables 11 and 12 list the 
census block groups identified as having minority EJ populations and the corresponding TAZs for each 
MPO. Further discussion of the minority EJ TAZs is included in Section 2.3. 

In Smith County, 32 block groups were identified as having greater than a 50 percent minority 
population. Of these block groups, 21 were primarily Black or African American, while 11 block groups 
had higher numbers of Hispanic or Latino populations (Table 11).In Gregg County, 24 block groups were 
identified as having greater than a 50 percent minority population, which were primarily Black or African 
American, as well as Hispanic or Latino (Table 12).  

In Harrison County, 14 block groups had a 50 percent or higher minority populations; however, these 
block groups are located in and around the City of Marshall and are located outside of the Longview 
MPO boundary. Similarly, in Upshur County, one block group located in the City of Gilmer was 
identified as a minority EJ area. Because these areas are outside of the region’s MPO boundaries and thus 
not included in the available travel demand models, the minority areas in Harrison and Upshur Counties 
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will not be specifically discussed in this regional toll analysis. In addition, these minority areas in 
Harrison and Upshur Counties are not located in or directly adjacent to the proposed toll corridors. 

3.3 Environmental Justice Areas 

Based on the available data for model year 2002, EJ areas were identified in several locations within the 
Tyler Area and Longview MPO travel demand model study areas (Section 2.2 and Figures 9 through 12). 

Out of the 420 TAZs in the Tyler Area MPO travel demand model, 111 TAZs were identified as EJ areas: 
31 were identified as low income and 99 were identified as minority, with 19 identified as both low 
income and minority (Figure 9). 

Out of the 336 TAZs in the Longview MPO travel demand model, 84 TAZs were identified as EJ areas: 
28 were identified as low income and 84 were identified as minority, with 28 identified as both low 
income and minority (Figure 10). 

3.3.1 Tyler Area 

Based on 2000 census data, as applied to TAZ boundaries within the Tyler Area MPO travel demand 
model, the majority of Tyler’s minority EJ TAZs were located within Loop 323 north and west of SH 155 
and SH 31 (Figure 9). There were few minority TAZs in the southeast quadrant within Loop 323. There 
were also minority populations outside of Loop 323 between SH 64 and IH 69. Farther east of central 
Tyler, there were numerous minority TAZs south of US 271 and along/north of SH 31 (within Loop 49 
planned segments 6 and 6A). These areas were predominantly Black or African American (more than 63 
percent with some Hispanic populations). Overall, the minority populations in Smith County were 
predominantly Black or African American or Hispanic in some areas, with small percentages of other 
minority populations (Table 11) 

Low-income TAZs were distributed around Smith County adjacent to transportation network roadways, 
but located primarily within proposed Loop 49 with several EJ low-income TAZs located within 
Loop 323. Low-income TAZs (2002 data) ranged from $10,000 to approximately $18,000 in median 
household income (Table 9) 
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Table 11. 2000 Race and Ethnicity Populations/Percentages by Census Block Groups and Corresponding Tyler Area TAZs Identified as 
Minority Environmental Justice Areas in Smith County 

Smith 
County 
Census 
Tract 

Block 
Group Population 

Hispanic 
or 

Latino 

Not Hispanic or Latino Total 
Minority 

population 
(non-white) 

Corresponding 
Tyler Area TAZs White 

Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian and 

Alaskan 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific 

Islander 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Two or 
More 
Races 

1 1 1,771 583 
32.9% 

353 
19.9% 

817 
46.1% 

4 
0.2% 

7 
0.4% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

7 
0.4% 

1,418 
80.1% 143, 147 

1 2 797 322 
40.4% 

119 
14.9% 

351 
44.0% 

0 
0% 

4 
0.5% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

1 
0.1% 

678 
85.1% 144 

1 3 534 56 
10.5% 

26 
4.9% 

449 
84.1% 

1 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

2 
0.4% 

508 
95.1% 165, 166, 317 

1 4 1,282 295 
23.0% 

2269 
1.0% 

704 
54.9% 

0 
0% 

1 
0.1% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

13 
1.0% 

1,013 
79.0% 125, 257, 306 

1 5 699 130 
18.6% 

3215 
0.8% 

340 
48.6% 

0 
0% 

11 
1.6% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

3 
0.4% 

484 
69.2% 25, 126 

1 6 726 63 
8.7% 

39 
5.4% 

616 
84.8% 

0 
0% 

2 
0.3% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

6 
0.8% 

687 
94.6% 142 

2.01 1 891 36 
4.0% 

11 
1.2% 

824 
92.5% 

2 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

18 
2.0% 

880 
98.8% 178, 247 

2.01 2 540 50 
9.3% 

6 
1.1% 

483 
89.4% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

1 
0.2% 

534 
98.9% 169 

2.01 3 1,306 30 
2.3% 

24 
1.8% 

1,245 
95.3% 

1 
0.1% 

0 
0% 

2 
0.2% 

1 
0.1% 

3 
0.2% 

1,282 
98.2% 168 

2.01 4 770 26 
3.4% 

19 
2.5% 

717 
93.1% 

2 
0.3% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

6 
0.8% 

751 
97.5% 164, 168 

2.02 1 1,021 410 
40.2% 

19 
1.9% 

570 
55.8% 

7 
0.7% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

15 
1.5% 

1,002 
98.1% 179, 180 

2.02 2 1,089 194 
17.8% 

5 
0.5% 

887 
81.5% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

3 
0.3% 

1,084 
99.5% 167 

3 1 2,478 1,215 
49.0% 

650 
26.2% 

577 
23.3% 

13 
0.5% 

4 
0.2% 

2 
0.1% 

0 
0% 

17 
0.7% 

1,828 
73.8% 

175, 176, 177, 
183, 184, 199, 
205, 206, 347 

3 2 1,270 1,034 
81.4% 

121 
9.5% 

100 
7.9% 

7 
0.6% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

8 
0.6% 

1,149 
90.5% 181 

3 3 836 468 
56.0% 

104 
12.4% 

255 
30.5% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

9 
1.1% 

732 
87.6% 308, 309 

3 4 980 718 
73.3% 

68 
6.9% 

188 
19.2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

6 
0.6% 

912 
93.1% 182 
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Table 11. 2000 Race and Ethnicity Populations/Percentages by Census Block Groups and Corresponding Tyler Area TAZs Identified as 
Minority Environmental Justice Areas in Smith County 

Smith 
County 
Census 
Tract 

Block 
Group Population 

Hispanic 
or 

Latino 

Not Hispanic or Latino Total 
Minority 

population 
(non-white) 

Corresponding 
Tyler Area TAZs White 

Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian and 

Alaskan 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific 

Islander 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Two or 
More 
Races 

4 1 981 180 
18.3% 

44 
4.5% 

747 
76.1% 

3 
0.3% 

6 
0.6% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

1 
0.1% 

937 
95.5% 1, 8 

4 2 1,360 397 
29.2% 

195 
14.3% 

752 
55.3% 

0 
0% 

9 
0.7% 

0 
0% 

1 
0.1% 

6 
0.4% 

1,165 
85.7% 

9, 24, 124, 145, 
146 

5 1 1,515 816 
53.9% 

390 
25.7% 

288 
19.0% 

2 
0.1% 

3 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

4 
0.3% 

12 
0.8% 

1,125 
74.3% 

3, 4, 5, 6, 11, 245, 
307, 310 

5 2 1,342 522 
38.9% 

428 
31.9% 

356 
26.5% 

10 
0.7% 

3 
0.2% 

1 
0.1% 

0 
0% 

22 
1.6% 

914 
68.1% 

2, 7, 10, 12, 13, 
14, 249 

6 1 779 439 
56.4% 

201 
25.8% 

128 
16.4% 

1 
0.1% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

3 
0.4% 

7 
0.9% 

578 
74.2% 

207, 212, 213, 
242 

6 2 1,455 1,042 
71.6% 

134 
9.2% 

263 
18.1% 

8 
0.5% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

8 
0.5% 

1,321 
90.8% 

208, 209, 210, 
211 

7 1 1,103 163 
14.8% 

60 
5.4% 

868 
78.7% 

5 
0.5% 

2 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

5 
0.5% 

1,043 
94.6% 15, 23, 255 

7 2 597 21 
3.5% 

14 
2.3% 

551 
92.3% 

2 
0.3% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

9 
1.5% 

583 
97.7% 26 

7 3 1,299 46 
3.5% 

388 
29.9% 

862 
66.4% 

1 
0.1% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

2 
0.2% 

911 
70.1% 

27, 28, 29, 30, 
395, 396, 397 

8 3 1,004 295 
29.4% 

436 
43.4% 

259 
25.8% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

3 
0.3% 

11 
1.1% 

568 
56.6% 17, 256 

8 5 1,248 362 
29.0% 

192 
15.4% 

680 
54.5% 

2 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

3 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

9 
0.7% 

1,056 
84.6% 22 

8 6 919 426 
46.4% 

182 
19.8% 

304 
33.1% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

7 
0.8% 

737 
80.2% 16, 21 

9 3 527 173 
32.8% 

209 
39.7% 

124 
23.5% 

4 
0.8% 

6 
1.1% 

0 
0% 

2 
0.4% 

9 
1.7% 

318 
60.3% 

45, 46, 243, 244, 
248 

16.03 1 1,904 257 
13.5% 

936 
49.2% 

673 
35.3% 

3 
0.2% 

8 
0.4% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

27 
1.4% 

968 
50.8% 

140, 141, 148, 
149 

18.01 2 993 34 
3.4% 

301 
30.3% 

652 
65.7% 

2 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

4 
0.4% 

692 
69.7% 

202, 290, 362, 
408 

18.01 3 965 79 
8.2% 

264 
27.4% 

612 
63.4% 

0 
0% 

1 
0.1% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

9 
0.9% 

701 
72.6% 

59, 218, 363, 368, 
402, 404, 409 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census, Summary File 1, Data Set P004 in Detailed Tables 
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Table 12. 2000 Race and Ethnicity Populations/Percentages by Census Block Groups and Corresponding Longview TAZs Identified as Minority 
Environmental Justice Areas in Gregg County 

Gregg 
County 
Census 
Tract 

Block 
Group Population 

Hispanic 
or 

Latino 

Not Hispanic or Latino Total 
Minority 

population 
(non-white) 

Corresponding 
Longview TAZs White 

Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian and 

Alaskan 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific 

Islander 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Two or 
More 
Races 

10 1 1,506 397 
26.4% 

544 
36.1% 

524 
34.8% 

9 
0.6% 

11 
0.7% 

1 
0.1% 

1 
0.1% 

19 
1.3% 

962 
63.9% 

31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 
36, 211 

11 1 1,833 137 
7.5% 

850 
46.4% 

828 
45.2% 

5 
0.3% 

3 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

1 
<0.1% 

9 
0.1% 

983 
53.6% 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 

13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 
23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 
28, 29, 37, 38, 39, 
40, 41, 42, 44, 45, 

88 

11 2 942 188 
20.0% 

183 
19.4% 

557 
59.1% 

2 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

1 
0.1% 

11 
1.2% 

759 
80.6% 67, 68 

11 3 757 136 
18.8% 

297 
39.2% 

314 
41.5% 

4 
0.5% 

1 
0.1% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

5 
0.7% 

460 
60.8% 66 

12 1 1,248 334 
26.8% 

155 
12.4% 

746 
59.8% 

6 
0.5% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

7 
0.6% 

1,093 
87.6% 65 

12 2 1,241 397 
32.0% 

165 
13.3% 

651 
52.5% 

9 
0.7% 

3 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

16 
1.3% 

1,076 
86.7% 65 

12 3 629 10 
1.6% 

14 
2.2% 

600 
95.4% 

1 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

4 
0.6% 

615 
97.8% 64 

13 1 734 72 
9.8% 

122 
16.6% 

518 
70.6% 

1 
0.1% 

6 
0.8% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

15 
2.0% 

612 
83.4% 69 

13 2 1,004 167 
16.6% 

360 
35.9% 

457 
45.5% 

1 
0.1% 

12 
1.2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

7 
0.7% 

644 
64.1% 74 

13 3 793 216 
27.2% 

256 
32.3% 

304 
38.3% 

0 
0% 

6 
0.8% 

0 
0% 

3 
0.4% 

8 
1.0% 

537 
67.7% 75 

13 4 1,109 338 
30.5% 

338 
30.5% 

411 
37.1% 

1 
0.1% 

14 
1.3% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

7 
0.6% 

771 
69.5% 77, 79 

13 5 855 298 
34.9% 

182 
21.3% 

361 
42.2% 

1 
0.1% 

7 
0.8% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

6 
0.7% 

673 
78.7% 76, 78 

14 1 549 22 
4.0% 

45 
8.2% 

478 
87.1% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

4 
0.7% 

504 
91.8% 70, 71 

TYLER – LONGVIEW REGIONAL TOLL ANALYSIS 21 



Table 12. 2000 Race and Ethnicity Populations/Percentages by Census Block Groups and Corresponding Longview TAZs Identified as Minority 
Environmental Justice Areas in Gregg County 

Gregg 
County 
Census 
Tract 

Block 
Group Population 

Hispanic 
or 

Latino 

Not Hispanic or Latino Total 
Minority 

population 
(non-white) 

Corresponding 
Longview TAZs White 

Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian and 

Alaskan 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific 

Islander 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Two or 
More 
Races 

14 2 900 41 
4.6% 

360 
40.0% 

484 
53.8% 

0 
0% 

4 
0.4% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

11 
1.2% 

540 
60.0% 72, 73 

14 3 1,538 410 
26.7% 

417 
27.1% 

680 
44.2% 

6 
0.4% 

5 
0.3% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

20 
1.3% 

1,121 
72.9% 80 

14 4 810 211 
26.0% 

226 
27.9% 

343 
42.3% 

5 
0.6% 

2 
0.2% 

4 
0.5% 

2 
0.2% 

17 
2.1% 

584 
72.1% 

57, 58, 81, 82, 83, 
100, 101, 102 

15 1 2,095 126 
6.0% 

895 
42.7% 

1,037 
49.5% 

5 
0.2% 

5 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

2 
0.1% 

25 
1.2% 

1,200 
57.3% 63 

15 2 694 10 
1.4% 

35 
5.0% 

646 
93.1% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

3 
0.4% 

659 
95.0% 61 

15 3 1,118 118 
10.6% 

122 
10.9% 

873 
78.1% 

2 
0.2% 

1 
0.1% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

2 
0.2% 

996 
89.1% 62 

15 4 894 90 
10.1% 

81 
9.1% 

700 
78.3% 

0 
0% 

9 
1.0% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

14 
1.6% 

813 
90.9% 59 

102 1 755 19 
2.5% 

259 
34.3% 

442 
58.5% 

7 
0.9% 

4 
0.5% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

24 
3.2% 

496 
65.7% 240, 242, 291 

105 2 1,323 64 
4.8% 

393 
29.7% 

851 
64.3% 

6 
0.5% 

2 
0.2% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

7 
0.5% 

930 
70.3% 

56, 84, 87, 89, 
308, 309 

107 2 792 242 
30.6% 

373 
47.1% 

154 
19.4% 

2 
0.3% 

7 
0.9% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

14 
1.8% 

419 
52.9% 293 

107 3 622 105 
16.9% 

151 
24.3% 

355 
57.1% 

2 
0.3% 

2 
0.3% 

0 
0% 

0 
0% 

7 
1.1% 

471 
75.7% 243 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census, Summary File 1, Data Set P004 in Detailed Tables 
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Major employment TAZs (those with 500 or more employees) are located within Loop 323 in central 
Tyler; along IH 69 northwest toward Lindale and Mineola, and south of central Tyler, along SH 110 
southeast of central Tyler, and along US 271 at SH 155 to the northeast of central Tyler (Figure 11). 
Major employers (3,000+) include Trinity Mother Frances Medical Center in downtown Tyler and East 
Texas Medical Center in various locations in Tyler, followed by Tyler Independent School District. The 
employment centers along SH 110 are on roadways leading to Lake Tyler and Lake Tyler East 
(Figure 11) (Tyler Economic Development Corporation, 2014). 

3.3.2 Longview 

Most of the Longview EJ areas are located in central and southeastern Longview, with a few EJ TAZs 
also located in Gladewater and Kilgore (Figure 10). All of the Longview low-income EJ TAZs were also 
minority TAZs. Most of the low income TAZs were clustered along SH 80 in central Longview and had a 
2002 household income of $16,956, while low income TAZs in western and eastern Longview had 
income values of $13,691 and $12,219, respectively. The low income TAZ identified in Kilgore had a 
2002 household income of $13,034 (Table 10). 

Minority TAZs in the Longview area extend from central Longview to southeastern Longview and are 
generally surrounding or south of SH 80 and west of US 259 and SH 149. There were also minority TAZs 
identified in Gladewater and Kilgore. The minority TAZs in the Longview region are primarily Black or 
African American, with varying, but generally smaller, percentages of Hispanic or Latino populations 
(Table 12). 

None of the Longview EJ TAZs are located in or adjacent to the proposed toll network corridor. 
Figure 12 shows EJ TAZs in relation to major employment TAZs, which are areas with 500 or more 
employees. The major employment areas in the Longview MPO are located in Longview, Gladewater, 
and Kilgore, adjacent to major roadways. In Longview, the major employment TAZs are primarily along 
US 80, Loop 281, and US 259, and most are adjacent or northwest of Longview EJ TAZs. In Gladewater, 
the major employment TAZ is adjacent to and overlaps the EJ TAZ. In Kilgore, the major employment 
TAZs are adjacent to EJ TAZs. 

3.3.3 Tyler and Longview Region 

As shown in the Table 13, EJ populations across the Tyler and Longview region represent approximately 
21% of the total population, based on population data from the 2002 travel demand models. 
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Table 13. Regional population by EJ status 

TAZ Type 
Total 2002 
Population 

Percentage of 2002 
Population 

 

EJ TAZs 62,427 20.6% 

Non-EJ 
TAZs 

241,120 79.4% 

 

3.4 Identification of potential users of the toll network 

3.4.1 Origin and destination studies 

Origin and destination (O&D) information from TxDOT’s Transportation Planning and Programming 
Division was inputted into the Tyler Area MPO and Longview MPO travel demand models for 2035. 
These data sets represent baseline information about the projected number of trips between TAZs. In the 
figures described below, this analysis uses the O&D data to visually depict how traffic is moving 
throughout an area, and specifically how populations associated with EJ TAZs are moving within the 
project area. 

Figures 13 and 14 show the number of trips originating in each TAZ for the Tyler and Longview regions. 
Major employment TAZs and EJ areas are also identified. 

To show projected movement of people between areas on a regional scale, the modeled areas were 
subdivided into quadrants and overlaid with EJ TAZs (Figures 15 and 16). O&D data, as well as income 
data, were summarized across each quadrant for both the Tyler and Longview regions. Major employment 
areas were also examined as a factor influencing projected movement. 

3.4.1.1 Tyler O&D 

Figure 15 shows the quadrants for the Tyler area, as well as mean median income per quadrant compared 
with the mean median income for all low-income TAZs within the quadrant (Table 14). The fewest low-
income TAZs were located in the northeast quadrant and the fewest minority TAZs were located in the 
southeast quadrant. 

Regional Population (2002)

EJ

Non-EJ
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Table 14. Income by quadrant for the Tyler area 

Quadrant 
Mean median income for all TAZs 

per quadrant 
Mean median income for low-income 

EJ TAZs per quadrant 
Southeast $38,289.73 $14,899.50 
Northeast $30,115.25 $14,726.75 
Southwest $36,319.32 $14,632.82 
Northwest $31,108.88 $15,334.92 

 

Figure 16 shows each quadrant and a summary of O&D trips between quadrants (Table 15). On a broad 
scale, movement of traffic around Tyler in terms of trips between quadrants shows the most trips 
occurring between the southwest and southeast quadrants (80,406 trips), followed by trips between the 
northeast and southeast quadrants (32,656), and trips between the northwest and southwest quadrants 
(33,023.5). There were approximately 25,170.5 trips between the northwest and southeast quadrants, then 
22,291 trips between northwest and northeast quadrants, and finally there were 17,137 trips between the 
southwest and northeast quadrants. The highest number of trips took place internally within the Southeast 
quadrant. 

Table 15. O&D trips by quadrant for the Tyler area 
 Destination quadrant 

Southeast Northeast Southwest Northwest 

O
ri

gi
n 

qu
ad

ra
nt

 Southeast 205,102 32,656 80,406 25,170.5 
Northeast 32,656 42,099 17,137 22,291 
Southwest 80,406 17,137 143,631 33,023.5 
Northwest 25,170.5 22,291 33,023.5 79,144 

Note: Internal trips are shown in italics. 

3.4.1.2 Longview O&D 

Figure 17 shows the quadrants for the Longview area, as well as mean median income per quadrant 
compared with the mean median income for all low-income TAZs within the quadrant (Table 16). The 
low-income TAZs were located in the southwest and southeast quadrants and the fewest minority TAZs 
were located in the northwest quadrant. 

Table 16. Income by quadrant for the Longview area 

Quadrant 
Mean median income for all TAZs 

per quadrant 
Mean median income for low-income 

EJ TAZs per quadrant* 
Southeast $25,917.71 $16,730.43 
Northeast $45,858.47 -- 
Southwest $37,890.12 $15,462.86 
Northwest $44,165.32 -- 

*Note: The northeast and northwest Longview quadrants do not contain any low-income EJ TAZs. 
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Figure 17 also shows a summary of O&D trips between quadrants (Table 17). On a broad scale, 
movement of traffic around Longview in terms of trips between quadrants shows the most trips occurring 
between the northeast and northwest quadrants (44,927.5 trips), where there are no low income 
populations identified. Trips between the northwest and the southwest quadrants (36,331 trips), as well as 
between the northwest and southeast quadrants (31,118 trips), were also high. The fewest trips were 
between the northeast and southwest quadrants (12,720 trips). For trips between TAZs within a quadrant, 
the northwest quadrant (129,653 trips) had the most number of internal trips. 

Table 17. O&D trips by quadrant for the Longview area 
 Destination quadrant 

Southeast Northeast Southwest Northwest 

O
ri

gi
n 

qu
ad

ra
nt

 Southeast 61,130 28,615.5 24,756 31,118 
Northeast 28,615.5 51,975 12,720 44,927.5 
Southwest 24,756 12,720 104,870 36,331 
Northwest 31,118 44,927.5 36,331 129,653 

Note: Internal trips are shown in italics. 

3.4.2 Major Employment Areas 

One factor that may influence movement of EJ populations is the location of major employment areas. 
Figures 18 through 21 show the total number of trips that begin in EJ areas and end in major employment 
areas by EJ TAZ origin and by major employment center TAZ destination. 

Major employment center TAZs in Tyler are located in and adjacent to EJ populations in central and 
downtown Tyler, though major employment TAZs are also located along major arterials in the south, 
northwest, and northeast Tyler farther from the city center (Figure 18). In Tyler, EJ population trips to the 
major employment TAZs suggest that most trips are to the central employment TAZ, with fewer EJ trips 
to the outer major employment TAZs (Figure 19). Based on the route of the proposed toll network, 
people living in EJ areas are more likely to use the existing non-toll road network to travel to major 
employment locations. 

Major employment center TAZs in Longview are located primarily on the northwest side of Longview, 
along Loop 281, as well as near central Longview, southeastern Longview, Gladewater, and Kilgore 
(Figure 20). The distribution of trips and location of the major employment areas in Longview indicate 
that trips from EJ TAZs are to major employment TAZs in southeast Longview and along Loop 281 
(Figure 21). Based on the route of the proposed regional toll network, people living in EJ areas may be 
more likely to use the existing non-toll road network than use the toll facility to travel to major 
employment locations. 

3.4.3 Candidate trips 

A candidate trip is defined as a route between two TAZs that would save time by using a toll facility. A 
time savings of at least 30 seconds was used. This threshold eliminated potential trips such as those where 
the driver would only use the toll road for less than a mile at the beginning or end of a longer trip. 
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Candidate trips were considered for both the No Build and Build scenarios (see Section 2.2.3). The Build 
scenario includes the entire proposed toll network, while the No Build scenario includes only the section 
around Tyler that has been completed as of early 2014. 

3.4.4 Candidate Trip Origin and Destinations 

Under the No Build scenario, 6,074 origin and destination pairs were found to result in some time savings 
by taking a toll path; of these, 5,080 were candidate trips in which the time savings was greater than 
30 seconds compared to a non-toll path between TAZs. Because the existing 2014 toll facility is located 
in the Tyler area, all of the candidate trips were associated with Tyler TAZs. There were 152 origin TAZs 
in the Tyler area with candidate trips. None of the Longview TAZs had candidate trips under the No 
Build scenario. Figure 22 shows the number of candidate trip destinations by origin TAZ for the No 
Build scenario. 

Under the Build scenario, 1,028,781 origin and destination pairs were found to result in some time 
savings by taking a toll path; of these, 127,396 were candidate trips in which the time savings was greater 
than 30 seconds. Time savings occurred for at least one destination TAZ in all 756 TAZs in the Tyler and 
Longview study area. Figure 23 shows the number of candidate trip destinations by origin TAZ for the 
Build scenario. 

3.5 Travel time savings 

3.5.1 Region-wide time savings 

Tables 18 and 19 show the average trip times in minutes for the No Build and Build scenarios by TAZ 
type. Because the Build scenario would nearly double the length of existing toll network and therefore 
includes a much larger geographic area, the average trip times for candidate trips between TAZs under the 
Build scenario were correspondingly longer. Because these trip times represent candidate trips, average 
trips times under both the No Build and Build scenarios are shorter for the toll path trips than those for the 
modeled non-toll path trips between origin and destination TAZs. Under the No Build scenario, travel 
paths starting in EJ TAZs have a shorter average trip time compared to non-EJ TAZs for both the toll and 
non-toll trips. Under the Build scenario, average trip times for EJ TAZs are slightly longer than non-EJ 
TAZs for both the toll and non-toll trips. 

Table 18. Average trip times for candidate trips by TAZ type under the No Build scenario 

TAZ Type Number of TAZs 
Average trip time (minutes) 

Non-toll path trips Toll path trips 
EJ TAZs 5 24.05 22.17 

Non-EJ TAZs 147 26.69 25.09 
All TAZs 152 26.61 25.00 
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Table 19. Average trip times for candidate trips by TAZ type under the Build scenario 

TAZ Type Number of TAZs 
Average trip time (minutes) 

Non-toll path trips Toll path trips 
EJ TAZs 195 50.22 47.58 

Non-EJ TAZs 561 49.26 46.49 
All TAZs 756 49.51 46.77 

 

Average time savings for EJ and non-EJ TAZs was determined by averaging the difference between the 
toll path trip time and the non-toll path trip time for all candidate trips. Table 20 shows the overall 
average time savings in minutes by TAZ type for the No Build and Build scenarios, as well as the 
maximum time savings observed for candidate trips by using the toll path. The average time savings are 
higher for the Build scenario because there would be a larger geographic area covered by the toll facility 
and more TAZs had associated candidate trips. 

Table 20. Average travel time savings for candidate trips by TAZ type 

TAZ Type 
Average time savings (minutes) 

Maximum time savings for a toll path 
trip (minutes) 

No Build Build No Build Build 
EJ TAZs 1.89 2.65 4.85 11.11 

Non-EJ TAZs 1.53 2.77 6.27 14.26 
All TAZs 1.61 2.74 6.27 14.26 

 

Comparing the time savings by TAZ type, EJ TAZs under the No Build scenario have a greater time 
savings for trips using the toll facility than non-EJ TAZs. EJ TAZs under the No Build scenario had 
average time savings of 1.89 minutes, compared to 1.53 minutes for non-EJ TAZs. The maximum time 
savings was less for EJ TAZs (4.85 minutes) compared to non-EJ TAZs (6.27 minutes). The candidate 
trips for the No Build scenario were only located in Tyler (Figure 22). If no other segments of the 
proposed regional toll network are built, Tyler EJ populations would continue to potentially see an 
average time savings benefit by using the Toll 49 facility even if no other portions of the toll network are 
built. 

EJ and non-EJ populations under the Build scenario would also see more of a time savings compared to 
the No Build scenario. Within the Build scenario, EJ populations saw slightly less of an average time 
savings (2.65 minutes) compared to non-EJ populations (2.77 minutes). The maximum time savings in the 
Build scenario was also less for EJ TAZs (11.11 minutes) compared to non-EJ TAZs (14.26 minutes). 
These differences are likely because most of the EJ areas region-wide are geographically located further 
from the proposed toll facility and because there are fewer EJ areas compared to non-EJ areas (Table 19); 
the number of EJ TAZs represent approximately 25 percent of the total TAZs region-wide. 

3.5.2 Area-wide time savings 

To further examine the effects of the toll network under the Build scenario, time savings was also 
examined for individual TAZs, cross referenced with Major Population and Major Employment TAZs. 



(Figures 24 through 27). Major Population TAZs are those with more than 500 persons, while Major 
Employment TAZs are those with more than 500 employees. 

3.5.2.1 Tyler time savings 

Figure 24 shows Major Population by TAZ for the Tyler area. The EJ TAZs are shown with a gradient of 
high, medium, and low average time savings in minutes for candidate trips using the toll road versus not 
taking the toll road. Figure 25 shows Major Employment (greater than 500 employees) by TAZ in the 
Tyler area. The EJ TAZs are shown with a gradient of average time savings in minutes for candidate trips 
using toll versus non-toll paths. 

In Tyler, the greatest time savings (2.8 to 3.9 minutes) is associated with those EJ populations living near 
the toll facility, but not in central Tyler. Most of the EJ TAZs in the mid-benefit range (1.9 to 
2.8 minutes) are located along arterials, or near the toll road, or on the outskirts of downtown (within 
Loop 363). Many EJ TAZs in the downtown area benefit from toll road trips with a time savings range of 
1.5 to 1.9 minutes. 

3.5.2.2 Longview time savings 

Figures 26 and 27 show the EJ TAZ time savings with Major Population and Major Employment for the 
Longview area. The range of time savings for EJ TAZs in Longview (from 2.1 to 3.2 minutes) is smaller 
and closer to the average than Tyler (from 1.5 to 3.9 minutes). The greatest time savings (2.8 to 3.2 
minutes) is associated with those EJ populations living in central and southeast Longview. The EJ TAZ in 
the mid-benefit range (2.5 to 2.8 minutes) is located in southeastern Gregg County. The remainder of the 
EJ TAZs with lower time savings (2.1 to 2.5 minutes) are located in southeastern Gregg County, Kilgore, 
and Gladewater. 

3.6 Cumulative economic impacts to individuals using the toll network 

3.6.1 Candidate trip lengths on the toll road 

In order to determine the economic impact on individuals using the toll network, the average length of 
candidate trips between TAZs that used the toll road were determined for both the No Build and Build 
scenarios. In GIS software, the trip lengths on the toll road for each trip route between candidate origin 
and destination TAZs were calculated. Only trip routes that would result in a time savings of at least 30 
seconds by taking some portion of the toll road were included. The trip lengths were then averaged by 
TAZ. Figures 28 and 29 show the average trip distance on the toll road for the No Build and Build 
scenarios. 

Under the No Build scenario, candidate trips were only located in the Tyler area. Average trip lengths 
between TAZs along the toll road ranged from 2.0 miles to 13.7 miles (Figure 28). The candidate trips 
with the longest average modeled trip lengths on the toll road were located in the northwestern and 
southwestern portions of Smith County. 
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Under the Build scenario, candidate trips with the longest average modeled trip lengths on the toll road 
were located directly adjacent to the toll route and at the western and eastern termini of the proposed 2035 
toll route (Figure 26). Average trip lengths on the toll road ranged from 2.8 miles to 31.4 miles for 
candidate trips. 

3.6.2 Average candidate trip lengths on toll road by TAZ type 

Tables 21 and 22 show the candidate trip length data summarized by EJ and non-EJ TAZs for both the 
No Build and Build scenarios. 

Table 21. Average toll trip lengths for candidate trips by TAZ type under the No Build scenario 

TAZ Type 
Number of 

TAZ 
Average trip length on 

toll road (miles) 
Trip length range (miles) 

Minimum Maximum 
EJ TAZs 5 7.4 6.1 8.2 

Non-EJ TAZs 147 7.5 2.0 13.7 
All TAZs 152 7.5 2.0 13.7 

 

Table 22. Average toll trip lengths for candidate trips by TAZ type under the Build scenario 

TAZ Type 
Number of 

TAZ 
Average trip length on 

toll road (miles) 
Trip length range (miles) 

Minimum Maximum 
EJ TAZs 195 13.9 9.5 20.1 

Non-EJ TAZs 561 14.4 2.8 31.4 
All TAZs 756 14.3 2.8 31.4 

 

Under the No Build scenario, average trip lengths for candidate trips from EJ and non-EJ TAZs are 
similar, though the range is larger for the non-EJ TAZs (2.0 to 13.7 miles) compared to EJ TAZs (6.1 to 
8.2 miles) (Table 21). Under the Build scenario, average trip lengths overall ranged from 2.8 to 
31.4 miles on the toll road (Table 22). The average trip lengths for candidate trips from EJ TAZs was 
13.9 miles, while the average trip length on the toll road for non-EJ TAZs was 14.4 miles. The trip length 
for EJ TAZ candidate trips ranged from 9.5 to 20.1 miles, while non-EJ TAZ candidate trips included 
both shorter and longer candidate trips using the toll road under the Build scenario. 

3.6.3 Estimate of potential economic impacts to low income TAZ 

Economic impacts can be gauged by examining the cost of using the toll road as a percentage of annual 
household income. To calculate the direct potential economic impacts of toll road use on low income 
populations, the average trip length along the toll road for each low income TAZ was calculated. These 
trip lengths were then multiplied by the number of trips per year and the cost per mile to use the toll road 
to determine the potential annual toll cost. Tables 23 through 29 summarize the potential economic 
impacts under the No Build and Build scenarios for low income TAZs, non-EJ TAZ by quadrant, and EJ 
type for both the Tyler and Longview areas.  

TYLER – LONGVIEW REGIONAL TOLL ANALYSIS 30 



Several assumptions were made for this analysis. First, the number of trips per year was set at 500 trips, 
assuming approximately 250 workdays per year and round-trip travel on the toll road. The cost per mile 
used was 15 cents per mile, based on the toll policy (see Section 1.4.1). 

3.6.3.1 Tyler 

In Tyler, the five EJ TAZ candidate trip origins under the No Build Scenario were also low income TAZs. 
Table 23 shows the potential economic impacts to those individual TAZs. The percentage of income 
spent on toll costs annually would constitute between 3.0 and 3.8 percent of annual income (based on 
2002 dollars) under the No Build scenario, which includes existing toll roads. 

Table 23. Tyler area economic impacts to low income EJ TAZ under the No Build scenario 

Tyler Low 
Income 
TAZs 

Average 
trip length 
on toll road 

(miles) 
Number of 

trips per year 
Toll cost per 

mile 
Annual toll 

cost 2002 income 

Toll cost as 
% of 2002 

income 
120 6.3 500 $0.15 $472.50 $15,757 3.0% 
133 8.4 500 $0.15 $630.00 $16,414 3.8% 
258 8.4 500 $0.15 $630.00 $16,414 3.8% 
262 6.8 500 $0.15 $510.00 $15,757 3.2% 
410 6.2 500 $0.15 $615.00 $16,414 3.7% 

 

Under the Build scenario, potential economic impacts to low-income TAZs in the Tyler Area range from 
4.7 to 10.2 percent of median household income (based on 2002 data), as shown in Table 24. 

Table 24. Tyler area economic impacts to low income EJ TAZ under the Build scenario 

Tyler Low 
Income 
TAZs 

Average 
trip length 
on toll road 

(miles) 
Number of 

trips per year 
Toll cost per 

mile 
Annual toll 

cost 2002 income 

Toll cost as 
% of 2002 

income 
5 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $13,217 6.6% 
7 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $17,971 4.8% 
8 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $17,253 5.0% 
9 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $11,808 7.4% 

11 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $17,971 4.8% 
12 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $14,976 5.8% 
23 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $16,764 5.2% 
28 11.1 500 $0.15 $833.72 $13,802 6.0% 
29 11.1 500 $0.15 $833.72 $10,011 8.3% 
49 20.1 500 $0.15 $1,507.34 $15,077 10.0% 
56 20.1 500 $0.15 $1,507.34 $15,575 9.7% 
63 16.1 500 $0.15 $1,209.97 $11,847 10.2% 
70 16.4 500 $0.15 $1,229.60 $17,099 7.2% 

120 10.6 500 $0.15 $795.02 $15,757 5.0% 
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Table 24. Tyler area economic impacts to low income EJ TAZ under the Build scenario 

Tyler Low 
Income 
TAZs 

Average 
trip length 
on toll road 

(miles) 
Number of 

trips per year 
Toll cost per 

mile 
Annual toll 

cost 2002 income 

Toll cost as 
% of 2002 

income 
124 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $15,944 5.5% 
125 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $15,815 5.5% 
133 10.4 500 $0.15 $777.86 $16,414 4.7% 
155 11.2 500 $0.15 $838.16 $13,179 6.4% 
161 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $15,216 5.7% 
167 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $16,347 5.3% 
169 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $15,997 5.4% 
179 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $12,554 6.9% 
215 10.9 500 $0.15 $819.34 $15,738 5.2% 
249 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $14,976 5.8% 
255 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $11,808 7.4% 
258 10.4 500 $0.15 $777.86 $16,414 4.7% 
262 10.7 500 $0.15 $798.96 $15,757 5.1% 
310 11.6 500 $0.15 $869.71 $17,971 4.8% 
395 11.1 500 $0.15 $833.72 $13,802 6.0% 
396 11.3 500 $0.15 $846.17 $10,011 8.5% 
410 10.2 500 $0.15 $764.49 $16,414 4.7% 

 

Under the Build scenario, potential economic impacts to non-EJ TAZs in the Tyler area are shown by 
quadrant in Table 25. Table 26 shows the potential economic impacts across the Tyler area by TAZ type 
for the Build scenario. The annual toll cost as an estimated percentage of income by quadrant ranges from 
2.0 to 3.0 percent (based on 2002 income data) for non-EJ populations. 

Table 25. Tyler area economic impacts to non-EJ TAZs by quadrant under the Build Scenario 

Quadrant 
Number of 

non-EJ TAZs* 

Average trip 
lengths on toll road 

(miles) 
Annual toll 

cost 
Average 2002 

Income 
Toll cost as % 
of 2002 income 

Northeast 47 9.9 $742.50 $33,903.60 2.2% 
Northwest 60 11.3 $847.50 $35,644.03 2.4% 
Southeast 116 16.0 $1,200.00 $40,237.86 3.0% 
Southwest 86 14.4 $1,080.00 $40,810.60 2.6% 

*Note: Includes some TAZs with 2002 incomes of $0 
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Table 26. Tyler area economic impacts by TAZ type under the Build scenario 

Tyler Area 
TAZ Type 

Number of 
TAZs 

Average trip length 
on toll road (miles) 

Annual toll 
cost 

Average 2002 
income 

Toll cost as % 
of average 2002 

income 
EJ TAZs* 111 11.6 $873.24 $23,196.07 3.8% 

Non-EJ TAZs 310 13.5 $1015.69 $38,541.80 2.6% 
All TAZs 420 12.6 $944.47 $30,868.93 3.1% 

* EJ TAZs include minority and low income populations 

For EJ TAZs, the average trip length (11.6 miles) was lower than the average trip length for non-EJ TAZs 
(13.5 miles). Therefore, the anticipated annual cost was approximately $873, compared to more than 
$1,015 for non-EJ TAZs. The toll cost as a percentage of 2002 average income was slightly higher for EJ 
TAZs compared to non-EJ TAZs in the Tyler MPO, with 3.8 percent of income going to toll costs for EJ 
TAZs compared to 2.6 percent for non-EJ TAZs. This travel scenario estimates the cost per mile at $0.15 
and assumes 500 trips per year (including approximately 250 trips each way for an average work year 
after vacation and weekends). This commute scenario may or may not reflect actual commuting choices. 
For example, lower income persons have the option to take the toll road fewer days a year, may travel to 
work by other means, or may choose alternate non-toll scenarios so these estimates are a maximum. 

3.6.3.2 Longview 

In Longview, no candidate trips were identified under the No Build scenario. Under the Build scenario, 
potential economic impacts for the 28 low-income EJ TAZs in Longview are shown in Table 27. 
Potential economic impacts to low-income TAZs in the Longview range from 5.5 to 10.6 percent of 
median household income (based on 2002 data). 

Table 27. Longview area economic impacts to low income EJ TAZs under the Build scenario 
Longview 

Low Income 
TAZs 

Average trip 
length on toll road 

(miles) 

Number of 
trips per 

year 
Toll cost 
per mile 

Annual toll 
cost 2002 income 

Toll cost as 
% of 2002 

income 
2 17.0 500 $0.15 $1,277.14 $16,956 7.5% 
8 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,286.64 $16,956 7.6% 
10 16.9 500 $0.15 $1,267.01 $16,956 7.5% 
12 16.9 500 $0.15 $1,267.01 $16,956 7.5% 
13 16.9 500 $0.15 $1,267.01 $16,956 7.5% 
14 16.9 500 $0.15 $1,267.01 $16,956 7.5% 
15 17.0 500 $0.15 $1,277.14 $16,956 7.5% 
18 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,286.64 $16,956 7.6% 
19 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,286.64 $16,956 7.6% 
20 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,286.64 $16,956 7.6% 
22 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,286.64 $16,956 7.6% 
23 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,286.64 $16,956 7.6% 
24 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,286.64 $16,956 7.6% 
25 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,286.64 $16,956 7.6% 
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Table 27. Longview area economic impacts to low income EJ TAZs under the Build scenario 
Longview 

Low Income 
TAZs 

Average trip 
length on toll road 

(miles) 

Number of 
trips per 

year 
Toll cost 
per mile 

Annual toll 
cost 2002 income 

Toll cost as 
% of 2002 

income 
26 17.0 500 $0.15 $1,277.14 $16,956 7.5% 
27 16.9 500 $0.15 $1,267.01 $16,956 7.5% 
28 16.9 500 $0.15 $1,267.01 $16,956 7.5% 
29 16.9 500 $0.15 $1,267.01 $16,956 7.5% 
37 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,286.64 $16,956 7.6% 
38 17.0 500 $0.15 $1,277.14 $16,956 7.5% 
39 17.0 500 $0.15 $1,277.14 $16,956 7.5% 
40 17.0 500 $0.15 $1,277.14 $16,956 7.5% 
41 17.0 500 $0.15 $1,276.70 $16,956 7.5% 
45 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,289.39 $16,956 7.6% 
64 17.2 500 $0.15 $1,289.39 $12,219 10.6% 
70 16.9 500 $0.15 $1,267.01 $13,691 9.3% 
71 17.1 500 $0.15 $1,282.58 $13,691 9.4% 

243 9.6 500 $0.15 $722.01 $13,034 5.5% 
 

Under the Build scenario, potential economic impacts to non-EJ TAZs in the Longview area are shown by 
quadrant in Table 28. Table 29 shows the potential economic impacts across the Longview area by TAZ 
type for the Build scenario. The annual toll cost as an estimated percentage of income by quadrant ranges 
from 2.7 to 5.0 percent (based on 2002 income data) for non-EJ populations. 

Table 28. Longview area economic impacts to non-EJ TAZs by quadrant under the Build Scenario 

Quadrant 
Number of 

non-EJ TAZs* 

Average trip 
lengths on toll road 

(miles) 
Annual toll 

cost 
Average 2002 

Income 
Toll cost as % 
of 2002 income 

Northeast 60 18.2 $1,365.00 $45,858.48 3.0% 
Northwest 71 15.9 $1,192.50 $44,165.32 2.7% 
Southeast 20 17.1 $1,284.75 $25,917.71 5.0% 
Southwest 101 13.8 $1,038.00 $37,890.12 2.7% 

* Note: Includes some TAZs with 2002 incomes of $0 

Table 29. Longview area economic impacts by TAZ type under the Build scenario 

Tyler Area 
TAZ Type 

Number of 
TAZs 

Average trip length 
on toll road (miles) 

Annual toll 
cost 

Average 2002 
income 

Toll cost as % 
of average 2002 

income 
EJ TAZs* 84 13.9 $1,042.50 $20,599.21 5.1% 

Non-EJ TAZs 252 14.4 $1080.00 $43,916.17 2.5% 
All TAZs 336 14.3 $1072.50 $38,086.93 2.8% 

* EJ TAZs include minority and low income populations 
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For EJ TAZs, the average trip length (13.9 miles) was lower than the average trip length for non-EJ TAZs 
(14.4 miles). Therefore, the anticipated annual cost was approximately $1,042, compared to $1,080 for 
non-EJ TAZs. The toll cost as a percentage of 2002 average income was higher for EJ TAZs compared to 
non-EJ TAZs in the Longview area, with 5.1 percent of income going to toll costs for EJ TAZs compared 
to 2.5 percent for non-EJ TAZs. This difference is due to the greater number of non-EJ TAZs and the 
overall higher average income for non-EJ TAZs, which was more than twice the average 2002 incomes 
for EJ TAZs in the Longview area. 

As with the Tyler area, this analysis assumes a future toll cost of 15 cents per mile and 250 round trips per 
year, a commute scenario that may or may not reflect actual commuting choices. For example, lower 
income persons have the option to take the toll road fewer days a year, may travel to work by other 
means, or may choose alternate non-toll scenarios so these estimates are a maximum. 

3.6.4 Estimate of potential economic impacts to households with incomes less than the poverty 
guideline 

To be classified as low income, the population must have an income below the poverty guideline. 
Tables 30 and 31 compare the average annual toll cost on a regional level to the poverty guidelines for 
select years between 2002 and the present, using the average trip length on the toll road for candidate trips 
in the Tyler area, the Longview area, and region-wide. The annual toll cost shown in these tables would 
be a minimum percentage of income for low income populations below the poverty guideline, if they use 
the toll road to drive the average trip length, and assuming 250 round trips a year and a 15 cents per mile 
toll cost. 

Table 30. Economic impacts for the poverty guideline by region under the No Build scenario 

Region 
Number 
of TAZs 

Average trip 
length on toll 
road (miles) Annual toll 

cost 

Annual Toll Cost as % of Poverty Guidelines 
by Year 

2002 
($18,100) 

2006 
($20,000) 

2010 
($22,050) 

2014 
($23,850) 

Tyler 152 7.5 $565.24 3.1% 2.8% 2.6% 2.4% 
Longview 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Tyler-Longview 
region 

152 7.5 $565.24 3.1% 2.8% 2.6% 2.4% 

 

Table 31. Economic impacts for poverty guideline by region under the Build scenario 

Region 
Number 
of TAZs 

Average trip 
length on toll 
road (miles) 

Calculated 
annual toll 

cost 

Toll Cost as % of Poverty Guidelines by Year 

2002 
($18,100) 

2006 
($20,000) 

2010 
($22,050) 

2014 
($23,850) 

Tyler 420 13.0 $978.04 5.4% 4.9% 4.4% 4.1% 
Longview 336 15.9 $1,190.56 6.6% 6.0% 5.4% 5.0% 

Tyler-Longview 
region 

756 14.3 $1,072.50 5.9% 5.4% 4.9% 4.5% 
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Under the No Build scenario, toll costs in Tyler would be a minimum of 2.4 percent of the household 
income for a low income population below the 2014 poverty guideline (Table 30). Under the Build 
scenario, toll costs in Tyler could be a minimum of 4.1% of a low-income household, while in Longview, 
the toll cost is 5.0 percent of the 2014 poverty guideline (Table 31). 

4.0 LAND USE CONSIDERATIONS 

Land use information for the region was obtained by examining the Tyler Area and Longview MTPs, as 
well as available land use plans. Because the proposed toll network is planned as a new location facility, it 
has the potential to influence development and cause changes to land use in the vicinity of the project 
area. Impacts to land use associated with specific sections of the toll network will be discussed in the 
individual project documents. This analysis instead is focused on general land use trends and potential 
impacts on a regional scale, based on the existing and projected location of the toll facility. 

4.1 Tyler 

The municipalities in Smith County have been planning for the regional toll network for some time, when 
the project was just Loop 49 (see Section 1.1). Many of the goals and expectations discussed in the 
planning documents have already taken place since toll road construction has been partially completed. 
The land use development that has occurred would continue to occur as additional toll road segments are 
planned and constructed in the regional study area. 

Tyler’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 was adopted in 2009. The MTP included anticipated 
population and employment growth, some of which has occurred in the planning area. Since the 
document was approved, the first segments of Loop 49 (now Toll 49) have been constructed. Projects 
planned beyond 2012 included Segments 3b, 4, and 5. At the time of publication, the MTP stated the 
following: Tyler’s Toll 49 is “Tyler’s new outer loop, which when completed will form a 32-mile loop 
around the south and west sides of Tyler. The outer loop plan will connect to I-20 on the Northwest and 
Northeast sides of Tyler. The 2-lane section from SH 155 to FM 756 has been constructed and is 
operating as a toll road facility. The toll way is being constructed in two phases. The first phase will be a 
2 lane roadway that supports the current traffic volumes using the facility. As these volumes grow, the 
facility will be expanded into a 4 lane divided expressway.” The toll facility is later identified as one of 
the few potential opportunities for travel demand management (TDM) in Tyler and is further described on 
page 14-1 as a Recommended Transportation Improvement.  

The Tyler 21 Comprehensive Plan specifically addresses construction of Loop 49 as it relates to land use 
development. One direct objective of promoting growth is identified as enhancing links to Loop 49. 
Providing transportation options is described as “preserving potential new transportation corridors and 
work with regional partners to support efficient transportation.”  

According to The Tyler 21 Plan, new residential development is occurring mostly in the southern and 
western portions of the city. Historically, Tyler residents have moved away from the denser areas and 
instead, they have urbanized land outside the MSA. Much of the newly-urbanized land is eventually 
annexed by the city, but some of it remains outside of the city limits. The City of Tyler desires land-use 
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development that will facilitate efficient transportation. The City believes that a supporting mix of land 
uses is the most effective way to achieve transportation efficiency. This entails moving away from the 
development trends of the past (separation of land uses/sprawling low-density development) and focusing 
on compact residential or employment development with a mix of affordability, a complementary land 
uses in a small area. The City strongly emphasizes a desire for “transit-ready” population densities in 
designated mixed-use areas.  

The Future Land Use Principles and Guide for the City section of the Tyler 21 Plan provides a map of 
future land use within existing city limits and emphasizes the location of the toll road. According to the 
map, in south Tyler, Toll 49 will pass directly through or adjacent to mixed-use centers, single-family 
medium/low density homes, single-family low density homes, and stream corridor greenways. This future 
development would align with each of the principles outlined in Principles and achieve the desired 
development of mixed-use areas instead of low-density sprawl. Based on review of population and 
employment densities by TAZ, growth has occurred both within the central loop and along adjacent 
arterials in Tyler. 

The City of Whitehouse has a comprehensive plan called Vision 2020 Comprehensive Plan, which was 
adopted in 2006. The Vision 2020 Plan reports that the Whitehouse population is expected to grow 
approximately 52.0% between 2012 and 2020, based on data from the Texas State Data Center. Plan 
Recommendation #6 states “Whitehouse should developed an effective and coordinated local 
transportation system which encourages and participates in meeting regional transportation needs by: 
(6.1) Pursuing aggressively the completion of Loop 49 between US 69 and State Highway 110…. (6.3) 
familiarizing the MPO and other government agencies with the changes contained within this updated 
Thoroughfare Plan in order to benefit from State funding of regional and local transportation projects.” 

In its Land Use Recommendations section, Vision 2020 divides the City of Whitehouse into quadrants 
when presenting land use recommendations. The northwest and northeast quadrants are located on either 
side of SH 110 and would be closest to the toll network. According to the proposed alignment of the 
regional toll network, SH 110 would intersect the toll road just north of Whitehouse. Future land use 
maps for the two northernmost quadrants identify high density and medium density office/retail 
development as ideal for the parcels directly adjacent to SH 110. Vision 2020 identifies high intensity and 
medium office/retail development as best suited to be adjacent to major thoroughfares and intersections. 
The plan directly states that these land uses would be best along SH 110 because of its proposed 
connectivity to the regional toll network. 

In the Transportation Recommendations section, new roadway recommendations and roadway 
improvements are based on the assumption that the toll network will be passing directly north of the city. 
For example, one recommendation reads, “…bypass traffic heading north on the western bypass may not 
seek to reconnected with SH 110. One reason for this will be the construction of Loop 49’s intersection 
with FM 2964…” Based on population and employment densities, it appears that growth continues to 
occur especially along SH 110. 
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The City of Lindale’s Second Century Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2004, anticipated more than 
66 percent growth between 2010 and 2025. The Comprehensive Plan describes the role of the regional 
toll network and recommends an interchange at FM 16 in anticipation of growth and development. 
Lindale identifies a Land Use Plan that delineates the intended type, location, and extent of future land 
use. Over 1,640 acres are allocated to the toll road corridor. Out of the total area covered by the Land Use 
Plan, the toll road corridor covers 9.32%. The corridor is defined as all single-family homes, private open 
space, recreational amenities, and possibly assisted-care mid-rises and worship facilities. 

One major goal of Lindale’s Comprehensive Plan is to “re-establish US 69 as Lindale’s ‘Main Street’ and 
avoid the need to widen US 69 to six travel lanes in the future.”  

The City of Bullard adopted its comprehensive plan, Envision Bullard 2030 Comprehensive Plan, in 
2011. The Future Land Use Plan does not specifically reference the regional toll network but it does 
identify the US 69 corridor that passes through Bullard as a key spot for future development. US 69 
connects to Toll 49 north of Bullard. Desirable developments around US 69 are strip commercial centers 
and other retail centers. 

The first goal listed in the introduction of the Plan is to “Strategically Plan for Growth.” One central 
component of this goal is to “ensure infrastructure and utilities capacity to accommodate growth.” Later 
in the document, Implementation Actions are identified to achieve Plan goals. One of these 
Implementation Actions is to “encourage master development plans… within the US 69 Hwy corridor 
including appropriate access points to the highway, supporting street network, utilities and infrastructure 
to support higher intensity development, and related site and building design guidelines.” By facilitating 
high traffic/retail development in the US 69 corridor, Bullard will be capitalizing on increased 
connectivity provided by Toll 49, while still maintaining the City’s small town character (another goal 
identified in the Plan).  

Publicly available land use and comprehensive planning information could not be locally located for the 
communities of Arp, Hideaway, New Chapel Hill, Noonday, Overton, Troup, and Winona. For some of 
these communities, there were references directing the researcher back to the documentation for the Tyler 
Area MPO. 

4.2 Longview 

For the Longview MTP, the population and employment forecasts developed for the travel demand model 
were presented at charrette workshops that examined development trends and future land use 
considerations for the area. Charrette participants included 30 representatives from cities, school districts, 
counties, TxDOT, and the Longview Economic Development Corporation. During the workshops, future 
land use trends; growth and changes projected to occur in the housing, retail, education, and business 
sectors; and economic development factors, such as employment centers and infrastructure issues, were 
discussed. 

As a result of the charrette workshops and other compiled land use data, the Longview MPO has 
determined that most of the short and long-term residential development will take place north of 
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Loop 281 on the north side of Longview in Gregg County. The Longview area in western Harrison 
County will also see substantial residential growth by 2035. Most of the commercial growth will follow 
the residential growth along Loop 281. Most of the industrial growth will occur in and around the current 
industrial parks, which are located adjacent to US 80 and IH 20 in central and southern Longview, as well 
as in Kilgore. 

Longview anticipates that most of its growth by 2035 will occur in the northern and eastern parts of the 
modeling area, which may be adjacent to portions of proposed East Texas Hourglass segments. According 
to the City of Longview Future Land Use Map, as amended in 2012, the area on the north side of 
Longview is primarily classified as very low density residential, except at major intersections and 
roadways, which consist of small amounts of medium intensity business (retail) and high intensity 
business (commercial/regional). This pattern of medium and high intensity businesses along major 
roadways is repeated throughout the Longview area, with a concentration of businesses along US 80, 
SH 300, CR 1343, Spur 502, US 259, and Loop 281. In addition, most of the industrial land use is located 
between US 80 and IH 20 in the southern portion of Longview. Large areas of low density residential 
land use, defined as two to five dwelling units per acre, are generally located in an northwest to southeast 
pattern across the Longview area, with residential growth extending toward the northwest fringe of the 
city limits, according to the Longview MPO. 

Like the rest of the regional toll network, the proposed East Texas Hourglass segments would be a limited 
access facility, with frontage roads and access points only at the major intersections. The lack of frontage 
roads would limit adjacent commercial development for most of the toll corridor, but may encourage 
development at and immediately adjacent to the interchanges. Nine interchanges are proposed in Gregg, 
Upshur, and Harrison Counties. Segment 7 interchanges are proposed at US 80 (in Gregg County), 
SH 300 (in Upshur County) and US 259 (in Gregg County). Segment 8 interchanges are proposed at 
FM 2879, FM 450, SH 154, and US 59, with Segment 8A interchanges proposed at US 80 and IH 20 (all 
in Harrison County). 

The preliminary East Texas Hourglass route would pass through primarily undeveloped lands currently 
used for pasture, woodlands, and oil and gas development, as well as some rural residential areas. The toll 
road would not be placed within or through any population centers. The preliminary route would pass 
between the communities of Gladewater to the west and White Oak to the east before turning to pass 
seven to ten miles north of the Longview city center. The spur (Segment 8A) on the east side of Longview 
would pass between Longview to the west and Hallsville to the east. 

Projected residential growth on the north side of Longview may coincide with construction of the toll 
road. Though access points to the toll facility would be limited to the major interchanges, the presence of 
the toll road may attract homebuyers looking for a rural residential setting, but with easy access via to the 
toll road to major roads that connect to commercial and employment centers. 

TYLER – LONGVIEW REGIONAL TOLL ANALYSIS 39 



5.0 AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS 

5.1 Attainment Status 

The regional toll network project corridor is located in Gregg, Harrison, Smith, and Upshur Counties, 
which are part of the Northeast Texas regional area in the Texas air quality State Implementation Plan 
(SIP). These counties are in attainment or unclassifiable for all national ambient air quality standards 
(NAAQS).  

As environmental documents are developed for each project segment for the regional toll network, a 
Texas Air Quality Analysis will be conducted, as appropriate. It is anticipated that the Tyler-Longview 
region would continue to meet air quality standards. 

5.2 Conformity Analysis 

Portions of the project area are located within the Tyler Area MPO and the Longview MPO. The 
proposed action is consistent with Tyler Area MPO’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 and 
Longview MPO’s Transportation 2035. Because the project area is in attainment or unclassifiable for all 
NAAQS, and the toll network is consistent with the two area MTPs, the transportation conformity rules 
do not apply. 

5.3 Regional Air Quality 

The region occasionally experiences short-term spikes of certain pollutants such as PM10, carbon 
monoxide, and ozone. Air quality is measured at three regional monitoring stations: the East Texas 
Regional Airport in Gregg County, Tyler Airport in Smith County, and Karnack in Harrison County. In 
addition, a voluntary coalition of government, industry, businesses and individuals called Northeast Texas 
Air Care publicizes predicted Ozone Action Days and educates the public about air quality issues. 

6.0 BENEFITS OF IMPLEMENTING THE PLANNED TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

The Tyler-Longview regional toll network and its predecessor projects have long been promoted as a new 
region-wide route that would relieve congestion within the urban centers of the Tyler and Longview area. 
By providing an additional option for the traveling public, the proposed toll road would both improve 
traffic flow in the region and improve regional and statewide connectivity. The time savings analysis in 
this document indicates that use of the toll network would result in travel time savings for those that make 
the choice to use the toll facility. 

The existing portion of Toll 49 around Tyler was developed through TxDOT resources and other state 
funding methods. Feasibility studies currently underway for the East Texas Hourglass are being funded in 
part by TxDOT loans procured as part of the construction of Segment 3B. Future funding for 
environmental studies, ROW, and construction of the East Texas Hourglass portion of the regional toll 
network have not yet been identified. NETRMA, however, anticipates using toll revenue to pay for the 
future expansion of the toll network through revenue bonds. 
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Toll revenues from the currently open Toll 49 sections will be used by NETRMA for the maintenance, 
operation, and future expansion of the roadway from a two-lane to a four-lane facility. Any surplus 
revenues could possibly be used for other future transportation projects within the NETRMA area. 

7.0 LIMITATIONS OF THIS REGIONAL TOLL NETWORK ANALYSIS 

7.1 Socioeconomic and Geographic Data Limitations 

For consistency with the currently approved Tyler Area MPO and Longview MPO 2035 MTPs, the 
socioeconomic data used as the basis for this analysis included 2002 income data used by the MPOs in 
their travel demand models and the year 2000 census data used in the MTPs for Tyler and Longview. In 
addition, only the proposed toll network through 2035 was included in the model and analysis; therefore, 
the portion of the proposed Segment 8 between the Segment 8A and US 59/I-69 in Marshall, which 
would be constructed after 2040, was not discussed in this document. When the travel demand models 
and the area MTPs are updated in the future, the regional network toll analysis should also be updated. 

Areas outside of the 2002 MPO travel demand model boundaries were not also included in this analysis. 
This excluded area included portions of Harrison County and most of Upshur County. Though minority 
data were examined for Harrison and Upshur Counties, minority areas were not located in or adjacent to 
the toll road or other modeled areas. Since the MPOs expanded their boundaries in late 2013, 
consideration should be given to including those portions of Harrison and Upshur in future travel demand 
modeling analysis. 

Finally, the regional toll network corridor used in the travel demand modeling and analysis was based on 
the NETRMA maps obtained from the toll49.org website in early 2013. Maps posted on the toll49.org 
website in December 2013 showed different potential alignments for Segments 6 and 7 of the proposed 
regional toll network from what were used in this analysis. Future travel demand modeling and analysis 
would need to consider changes in project development timelines and/or future corridor alignments. 

7.2 Travel Demand Model Limitations 

While the travel demand models were able to generate future travel times within the Tyler and Longview 
areas there are several weaknesses to using these models: 

• Models are unable to determine which individual trips generated in a TAZ will use the proposed 
toll road – The travel demand model calculates the amount of traffic that travels from one zone to 
another and then assigns this traffic to a particular route, which may or may not include the 
proposed toll road. Individual trips for EJ and non EJ populations are not modeled. For example, 
consider a TAZ in which 60% of the population is an EJ population; the model cannot determine 
if this traffic uses the toll road.  

• Models are unable to determine number of trips between Tyler and Longview Zones – While the 
models were able to generate the travel times between zones in the Tyler and Longview models, 
the number of trips which travel from a zone in one of the models to a zone in the other model 
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was not calculated. The Tyler and Longview travel demand models were generated as separate 
travel demand models and are not completely integrated. 

• During the model calibration process, traffic data for the regional toll network was not available. 
However, special attention was paid to the calibration process for parallel routes to the existing 
toll network. In addition, all major routes within the networks for which data was available were 
calibrated to FHWA and TxDOT standards in order to ensure that the model provided realistic 
results for future year conditions. 

8.0 CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the time savings and toll cost analysis, it is not anticipated that the Tyler-Longview regional toll 
network would cause disproportionately high or adverse effects on low-income or minority communities 
in the MPO regions. The existing road network connects many of the identified EJ populations in the 
region to major employment centers. Because the proposed regional toll facility would be constructed on 
new location, low-income populations wishing to avoid paying a toll would have many existing non-toll 
routes as alternatives. If EJ populations do choose to use the toll road, they would realize a time benefit 
over using the non-toll network, though the regular use of the toll network would be an added expense to 
low income populations. 

The regional toll network has the potential to influence development and cause changes to land use in the 
vicinity of the project area, since it will be built on new location. Municipalities in the region have been 
planning for the toll network for some time and evaluating compatible land use. The toll network would 
be a limited access facility, with frontage roads and access points only at major intersections. The lack of 
frontage roads could limit commercial development adjacent to most of the toll corridor, but may 
encourage development at and immediately adjacent to the interchanges.  

The toll network is located in Northeast Texas regional area which is in attainment or unclassifiable for 
all national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). It is anticipated that the Tyler-Longview region 
would continue to meet air quality standards. 
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Figure 5. Existing Toll 49 System Map and Toll Rates for cars, motorcycles and trucks 

(as of 3/29/2013 from toll49.org) 
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Figure 6. Toll Rates by Tolling Point (as of 3/29/2013, from toll49.org) 
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NORTH EAST TEXAS REGIONAL MOBILITY AUTHORITY 

 
Toll Policies and Road Use 

1.0 PURPOSE  

The North East Texas Regional Mobility Authority (NET RMA) is an independent government agency 
created to accelerate the development of transportation projects in North East Texas. Our mission is to 
implement transportation solutions that will enhance the quality of life and the economic environment in 
our area. The policies identified within this document are applicable only to NET RMA toll facilities.   

2.0 REVISIONS TO TOLL POLICIES  

Policies reflected in this document may be revised by formal action of the NET RMA Board of Directors.  
Revisions may be necessary to address operational changes, changes in law that affect the NET RMA, or 
requirements and commitments related to project financing, among other program or project 
modifications.  

3.0 TOLL COLLECTION POLICY 

3.1 All Electronic Toll Collection  

To promote a safe, efficient, and effective toll collection system, the NET RMA will utilize all-electronic toll 
collection methods, including the use of transponders (i.e. toll tags) and video capture methods. Under 
these electronic toll collection (ETC) methods, accommodations for cash toll transactions will not be 
provided. Rather, customers will be encouraged to utilize a transponder from the TxTag customer service 
center or other interoperable providers of transponders (Central Texas Regional Mobility Authority, North 
Texas Tollway Authority, or Harris County Toll Road Authority).  The video toll collection (VTC) 
component of the ETC system shall utilize video images for customers without a transponder, wherein a 
toll bill is generated from video images of the customer’s license plate and sent to the vehicle owner for 
payment of the toll transaction. 

3.2 Interoperability 

NET RMA toll facilities will be interoperable with all interoperable toll agencies in Texas.  NET RMA 
recognizes TxTag as the statewide brand and trademark for interoperability in Texas, as well as the brand 
used by TxDOT for electronic toll collection.  TxTag also refers to the physical transponder device that will 
be made available to customers. Transponders of other interoperable agencies that comply with 
applicable requirements set forth by the Interoperability Committee of the Team Texas organization 
(Team-Tx) will be accepted by NET RMA toll facilities.  

NET RMA’s ETC systems will fully comply with the established business requirements and interface 
control documents adopted by the Interoperability Committee of Team-Tx to process interoperable 
transactions.  
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3.3 Exemption from Payment of Tolls  

Users of NET RMA toll facilities shall be required to pay a toll unless they are determined to be exempt 
under applicable law or, subject to commitments contained in any financing documents, or as authorized 
by the NET RMA Board of Directors. 

3.3.1 Emergency and Military Vehicles 

In accordance with the provisions of Sec. 370.177, 362.901, and 541.201 of the Texas Transportation 
Code, NET RMA will create technical procedures to ensure that authorized emergency vehicles, as well 
as state and federal military vehicles, are exempt from paying tolls on the NET RMA operated facilities. 

 
3.3.2 Public Transit Vehicles 

In accordance with the provisions of Sec. 370.177 of the Texas Transportation Code and to facilitate a 
multi-modal transportation system that ensures safe and efficient travel for all individuals in the Tyler 
region, the NET RMA shall allow “public transit vehicles” free usage of any toll facilities in operation by the 
NET RMA. Public transit vehicles are defined as transit buses and sixteen (16) passenger vans or larger 
that are operated by or on behalf of the City of Tyler (Tyler Transit) or the County of Smith.  Public transit 
operators will be required to outfit public transit vehicles with transponders to receive any applicable 
benefits.  

 
3.4 Toll Rates & Fees: Toll 49 Project 

3.4.1 Annual Toll Rate Escalation 

The toll rates and toll rate escalation methodology were established under the Memorandum of 
Understanding Regarding Market Valuation For Toll 49 (“Market Valuation”) between TxDOT and the NET 
RMA, effective July 14, 2008.  Upon opening of the Toll 49 facility to I-20 the base rate will be $0.12 per 
mile increased by $0.01 per mile annually every year until the underlying base rate is $0.15 per mile.  The 
rate can be inflated using the Consumer Price Index (“CPI”) every two years on December 31 of the 
applicable calendar year.  For purposes of this policy document, CPI is defined as the most recently 
published non-revised index of Consumer Prices for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) before seasonal 
adjustment, as published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U. S. Department of Labor.  The 
maximum annual CPI increase is 6%. If the change in CPI is greater than 6%, the percentage change in 
CPI over 6% is excluded from that period’s inflation adjustment and will be applied in the next inflation 
adjustment period.  

 
Toll Rate Multipliers 

Cars, motorcycles and trucks    1 X Base Rate 

SUV, Passenger Car with Trailer 2 X Base Rate 

Unibody Truck                         3 X Base Rate 

Tractor Trucks w/one Trailer 4 X Base Rate 

Tractor Trucks w/two Trailers 5 X Base Rate 

Emergency first responders $0.00  
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3.4.1 Toll 49 Toll Rates 

 
The toll for a passenger car (2 axles) charged at each Toll 49 toll gantry is as follows: 
 

Toll 49 Toll Gantry 
 Transponder 

Customer 
Toll (e.g., TxTAG) 

 

 

Pay By Mail 
 (Video Tolling) 
Customer Toll 

Mainlane Plaza North of Prairie Creek $0.85 $1.13 

Ramp Plazas South of SH 64 $0.30 $0.40 

Mainlane Plaza South of SH 31 $0.70 $0.93 

Mainlane Plaza East of Saline Creek $0.60 $0.80 

Ramp Plazas East of FM 2493 $0.30 $0.40 

Ramp Plazas West of FM 756 $0.30 $0.40 

Mainlane Plaza West of FM 2964 $0.54 $0.72 
 
 
 

3.5 Administrative Fees for Unpaid Tolls 

Section 370.177 of the Texas Transportation Code provides for the collection of an administrative fee to 
recover a regional mobility authority’s cost of collecting unpaid tolls. The referenced “Administrative Fee” 
cannot exceed $100.00. NET RMA has determined that such fees may vary depending on how far in the 
collection process a delinquent account proceeds and shall be assessed as noted in this subsection. 

For unpaid tolls, an Administrative Fee of $15.00 for the entire toll bill is assessed upon issuance of the 
first notice of non-payment, which shall be in addition to the tolls and fees accrued per Section 3.4 above. 

In the event payment is not received in connection with the first notice of non-payment and a second 
notice of non-payment is sent, an additional $15.00 Administrative Fee shall become due. Therefore, full 
payment of a second notice of non-payment will require the payment of $30.00 in Administrative Fees, in 
addition to the actual tolls and fees accrued per Section 3.4 above.  

In the event payment is not received in connection with either the first or second notice of non-payment, 
such account shall be considered for collection and an additional $30.00 Administrative Fee shall become 
due upon issuance of a third and final notice of non-payment, and the cumulative Administrative Fee shall 
be $60.00, in addition to the actual tolls and fees accrued per Section 3.4 above.  

The NET RMA Board recognizes that the amount of the Administrative Fee may require periodic revision 
when collection costs and associated matters are considered. Therefore, the NET RMA may periodically 
reevaluate collection costs and may revise the associated Administrative Fees accordingly. Administrative 
Fees may also be waived by the NET RMA Board in accordance with procedures that enhance collection 
efforts for tolls due by delinquent customers.  
 

3.6 Prosecution for Unpaid Notices of Non-Payment 

If payment has not been made in response to the third and final notice of non-payment, and the toll 
amount and corresponding fees remain outstanding, the violating customer may be referred for 
prosecution. An offense for failure or refusal to pay a toll under Section 370.177, Transportation Code, is 
a misdemeanor subject to a fine of up to $250.00 for each offense. 

If convicted of the offense, a violating customer may be liable for: (i) the unpaid toll amount and 
associated collection fees; (ii) a $100 Administrative Fee per offense in lieu of the Administrative Fees 
which accrued during the toll bill process; (iii) court costs; and (iv) a fine of up to $250.00. 
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In the prosecution of an offense under Sec. 370.177, proof that the vehicle passed through a toll 
collection facility without payment of the proper toll, together with proof that the defendant was the 
registered owner  when the failure to pay occurred, establishes the nonpayment of the registered owner. 
The proof may be by testimony of a peace officer or NET RMA employee or contractor, video surveillance 
or any other reasonable evidence. 

Under provisions of Sec. 370.177, there are certain exceptions to violation for failure to pay a toll 
regarding rental cars and vehicles sold but for which title has not been officially transferred by the 
applicable state agency. In addition, it is a defense to prosecution if the vehicle is stolen prior to the failure 
to pay a toll, but only if the theft is reported to the appropriate law enforcement agency within the required 
time period. 

 
3.7 Toll Incentives, Discounts and Deferrals 

To promote the use of NET RMA toll facilities and maximize the use of toll tags in lieu of the use of VTC 
transactions at its toll facilities, the NET RMA may from time to time conduct promotions and marketing 
activities. Accordingly, the NET RMA may offer customer incentives and discounts for use of NET RMA 
toll facilities. Similarly, the NET RMA may approve clearly defined introductory periods upon the opening 
of a new toll facility in which the initial toll rate may be less than the actual toll rate in place at the 
conclusion of such introductory period.  
 
For any toll project to be developed in phases, and on a project specific basis in the discretion of the 
Board of Directors, the NET RMA may defer the commencement of toll collection operations on a phase 
of the project until additional phases of the project are constructed so as to provide continuous 
uninterrupted travel for a distance, or to a destination. In such event, the NET RMA shall install signage 
on or along the project (or any phase thereof) indicating that toll collection operations are being deferred 
and that tolls will be collected on the entirety (or any portion) of the project in the future.  
 
Notwithstanding the preceding, the NET RMA may also adopt additional toll incentives, discounts and 
deferrals in the sole discretion of the NET RMA Board of Directors.  
 

4.0 ROADWAY OPERATIONS POLICY 

4.1 Statement of General Policy 

Pursuant to Section 370.033(a) (12), Transportation Code, this section of the policy document adopts and 
establishes rules for the use of the NET RMA's toll facilities. These provisions are in addition to and an 
enhancement of the provisions of Subtitle C, Title 7, Transportation Code (the “Statutory Rules of the 
Road”). The NET RMA expressly adopts these provisions and those set forth in the Statutory Rules of the 
Road. To the extent any irreconcilable conflict arises between the provisions hereof and the Statutory 
Rules of the Road, the Statutory Rules of the Road shall control. 

4.2 Speed Limits 

Subchapter H, Chapter 545, Transportation Code, “Speed Restrictions,” governs speeds on highways in 
the State of Texas. Under Section 370.033, Transportation Code, the authority may alter prima facie 
speed limits on its toll roads, provided the Texas Department of Transportation Procedures for 
Establishing Speed Zones, current edition, are followed. 

Guidelines established by Texas Department of Transportation Procedures for Establishing Speed Zones, 
current edition, will be used in conducting Speed Zone Studies and establishing Speed Limits on NET 
RMA operated toll facilities. The data collected during the Speed Zone Studies are analyzed to determine 
the 85th Percentile Speed. The 85th Percentile Speed is the speed at which 85% of the traffic at a 
specific test site is traveling at or slower. The 85th Percentile Speed will be the basis for how the posted 
speed limit is determined. 
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Maximum speeds within construction, transitional or reduced speed zones or during any period of 
adverse atmospheric or weather conditions shall be in accordance with signs displayed for such zones. 
All regulatory and zoning signs displayed on NET RMA operated toll facilities shall be obeyed. 

Motor vehicles shall not be driven in excess of the mechanical limits of vehicles or tires. If traffic, weather, 
pavement or other conditions render the maximum allowable speed hazardous, the speed of motor 
vehicles shall be reduced consistent with such conditions. 

4.3 Parking 

Parking or stopping of vehicles on any traffic lane, deceleration lane, acceleration lane or on any bridge is 
prohibited with exceptions provided for vehicles which become disabled, law enforcement and 
emergencies. All wheels and projecting parts of the vehicle or load shall be completely clear of the traffic 
lane. 

During the period beginning 30 minutes after sunset and ending 30 minutes before sunrise or at any other 
time when insufficient light or unfavorable atmospheric or weather conditions require, any parked or 
disabled vehicle shall display illuminated parking and tail lights or lighted flares to indicate its location. 

Unnecessary parking or parking of vehicles for extended periods of time (in excess of 24 hours) is 
prohibited, and the driver of a disabled vehicle shall arrange for its prompt removal from NET RMA 
operated toll facilities. 

For an offense under this section, it is presumed that the registered owner of the vehicle is the person 
who parked the vehicle at the time and place an offense under this section occurs. 

4.4 Median Strip 

The median strip is the area between the entrance/exit ramps and main traffic lanes for the purpose of 
separating traffic.  Crossing, driving, parking or stopping on the median strip is prohibited on any NET 
RMA toll facilities except as necessary for official maintenance, operational, law enforcement and 
emergency uses. 

4.5 No U-Turn 

Except as specifically provided for as standard turnarounds, u-turns at any location on NET RMA 
operated toll facilities are prohibited with exceptions provided for official maintenance, operational, law 
enforcement and emergency responders. 

4.6 Pedestrians 

Pedestrians are not permitted on the main-lane roadways, access ramps or any interchange of NET RMA 
toll facilities. Solicitation of rides or “hitchhiking”, panhandling, passing of handbills, displaying signs or 
attempting to sell merchandise is prohibited on NET RMA operated toll facilities. Loitering on any NET 
RMA property is prohibited.  

 
4.7 Prohibited Modes of Transportation 

No person shall operate any of the following on any roadway or access ramp operated by the NET RMA: 

 Animal drawn vehicles; 
 Animals - led, ridden or driven; 
 Vehicles loaded with animals or poultry not properly confined; 
 Vehicles with flat pneumatic tires; 
 Vehicles in the charge of intoxicated or otherwise incapacitated operators; 
 Vehicles with improperly secured loads which may shift or litter the highway;  
 Vehicles with metal tires or which have solid tires worn to metal;  
 Farm implements;  
 Disabled vehicles in tow by tow-rope or chain;  
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 Rollers, graders, power shovels, tractors or other construction or farm equipment, either self- 
propelled or in tow of another vehicle, unless such equipment is either:  truck mounted, and such 
truck can be operated at a minimum speed of 45 miles per hour while traveling on the mainlane 
roadways of NET RMA operated toll roads, weather and road conditions permitting, or owned or 
controlled by the NET RMA or by any contractor in connection with the performance of work 
authorized by the NET RMA; or 

 Vehicles exceeding the maximum weights allowed on State Highways under the motor vehicles 
laws of the State of Texas in effect from time to time. Additionally, vehicles including any load 
thereon exceeding the following maximum dimensions are prohibited:  

 

Height 14 feet 6 inches 

Width 8 feet 6 inches 

Length The maximum allowable lengths permitted on Interstate highways and other 
controlled access roadways in Texas pursuant to the motor vehicle laws of 
the State of Texas, as in effect from time to time, without an over-length 
permit. 

 
4.8 Evasion of Fare 

Entering or leaving NET RMA operated toll facilities or any part of its right of way except through the 
regular tolled lanes or entrance and exit points or committing any act with intent to defraud or evade 
payment of fare is prohibited. 

4.9 State Laws 

All laws, rules and regulations in the State of Texas pertaining to the use of public highways and policing 
thereof, including but not limited to the Statutory Rules of the Road, shall apply to NET RMA operated toll 
roads, except insofar as they may be supplemented by this policy document. 

 
4.10 Penalties 

Any violation of a provision of this policy document shall be deemed an offense as defined in the 
Statutory Rules of the Road and shall be subject to prosecution and penalties as set forth in the Statutory 
Rules of the Road.  
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5.0 ACRONYMS & DEFINITIONS 

The following words and terms, when used in this policy document, shall have the following meanings, 
unless the context clearly indicates otherwise, including instances in which the terms are defined terms 
from an instrument referenced within this document: 

 

Term Definition 

ETC Electronic toll collection  

NET RMA North East Texas Regional Mobility Authority 
CPI Consumer price index 
Toll Bill An invoice summarizing video toll transactions for a set 

period of time.  The bill is mailed to the registered owner 
of the vehicle based on data in the TxDOT division of 
Vehicle Title and Registration. 

Toll Facility Any facility, including but not limited to roads, bridges, 
tunnels and managed lanes, that are tolled 

Transponder The onboard device that identifies vehicles as part of a 
radio frequency system to automatically charge the toll to 
the customer/vehicle associated with the transponder 
read.  

TxDOT Texas Department of Transportation 
TxTag TxDOT’s brand of toll transponders and the statewide 

brand and trademark of interoperability used by Texas 
interoperable toll agencies. 

VTC Video toll collection; a component of the ETC system that 
utilizes video images to generate a toll bill for customers 
without a transponder. 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) rules and regulations for implementing 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 
Tyler District  conducted a public hearing  for  the US Highway  (US) 69/Loop 49  Lindale Reliever Route 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  (CSJ  0190‐04‐033).  The meeting was  held  on  January  9, 
2014, at 5:30 PM in the Lindale High School cafeteria (920 E Hubbard Street, Lindale, Texas 75771).  

1.1  PROPOSED PROJECT 

The US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Reliever Route Draft EIS was developed for a new location, four‐lane divided 
freeway extending  from  Interstate Highway  (IH) 20 to US 69 north of Lindale. The proposed project  is 
intended to provide relief to the existing US 69 through the city of Lindale and extend a proposed toll 
facility  (Loop  49 West)  from  IH  20  southwest  of  Lindale  to  US  69  north  of  Lindale.  The  Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative G) was  identified from a set of reasonable alternatives (including Alternative D 
and  the No Build Alternative) based on  its ability  to meet  the need  for and purpose of  the proposed 
project while minimizing  impacts  to  the natural, physical, and human environments. The need  for  the 
proposed  project  includes  safety  concerns,  system  linkage,  and  capacity.  These  needs  would  be 
addressed  by  the  proposed  project  by  improving  safety,  increasing  regional mobility,  and  providing 
capacity to meet future traffic demands and volumes along the existing US 69 roadway.   

1.2  LEGAL NOTICES AND PUBLICATIONS 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for the US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Reliever Route Draft EIS was published in 
the Texas Register on November 8, 2013 (38 TexReg 8020) and Federal Register on November 20, 2013 
(78 FR 69665) (see Appendix A: Legal Notices and Publications). In compliance with FHWA and TxDOT 
regulations, legal notices were published in three area newspapers on the following dates: 

• The Lindale News and Times 

• November 21, 2013 

• December 5, 2013 

• December 26, 2013 

• Tyler Morning Telegraph 

• December 7, 2013 

• December 28, 2013 

• La Opinión  

• December 11, 2013 

• December 25, 2013 

Copies of  these newspaper notices  are  included  in Appendix A.  Information  regarding  the proposed 
project  and  public  hearing  was  also  published  on  TxDOT’s  website  (https://www.txdot.gov/inside‐
txdot/get‐involved/about/hearings‐meetings/tyler/010914.html)  and  on  the  Toll  49  project  website 
(http://toll49.org/project/lindale‐relief‐route) (see Appendix A).   
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2.0  MEETING PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW 

The purpose of the public hearing was to present the Draft EIS and schematic to the public and to solicit 
comments. The meeting  included an open house and formal presentation, after which attendees were 
given the opportunity to voice their comments during the public hearing portion of the meeting.  

Upon arrival, attendees were asked to sign in as a member of the general public, an elected official, or a 
staff member (see Photos 1–2 and Appendix B: Meeting Materials). Attendees were given a comment 
sheet  and  handout  providing  an  overview  of  the  proposed  project  (see  Appendix  B)  and  were 
encouraged to sign up to provide public testimony if they wished to present their comments during the 
public hearing. Individuals were also given the option to submit comments to be included in the public 
record by filling out a comment sheet, providing their testimony directly to the court reporter following 
the hearing, or by mailing or  emailing  their  comments  to  TxDOT during  the  11‐day  comment period 
following the hearing. 

The  open  house  was  held  from  5:30  PM  to  6:30  PM  and  was  intended  to  afford  attendees  the 
opportunity  to  familiarize  themselves with  the details and progress of  the proposed project. Exhibits 
including aerial photo‐based maps of the build alternatives and environmental constraints, schematics, 
technical  reports,  and  the Draft  EIS were  available  for public  review.  TxDOT  staff  and  the  consulting 
team were available throughout the meeting and after to answer questions and provide information as 
needed (see Photos 3–4).   

 
Photo 1: Sign‐in tables with handouts and comment forms at entrance to Lindale High School cafeteria.  
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Photo 2: Staff members greeting a meeting attendee at the sign‐in table.  

 

 
Photo 3: Open house portion of the meeting, with exhibits visible in background. 
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Photo 4: Staff members with copies of the Draft EIS, technical reports, exhibit,  

and schematics, with public hearing presentation visible on screen in background. 
 

At 6:30 PM, Randy Hopmann, the District Engineer for the TxDOT Tyler District, greeted attendees and 
began a presentation which discussed  the proposed project, environmental process, and goals of  the 
public hearing (see Appendix C: Public Hearing Presentation).   Other presenters from the TxDOT Tyler 
District  included Vernon Webb, the Director of Transportation Planning and Development; Dale Booth, 
Tyler  District  Planning  Engineer;  and Mike  Lightfoot,  representing  TxDOT’s  Right‐of‐Way  Division.  A 
court  reporter was present  to  transcribe  the  formal presentation and all spoken comments,  including 
those spoken during and after the public hearing. Following the presentation, a short break was given in 
order  to  allow  attendees  to  review  the  project materials  prior  to  the  public  hearing  portion  of  the 
meeting.   

At 7:15 PM, individuals who had signed up to speak during the hearing provided their public testimony. 
A total of 12 individuals presented comments during the public hearing (see Appendix D: Public Hearing 
Transcript),  including  eight members of  the  general public,  a  representative of  the North  East  Texas 
Regional Mobility Authority (NET RMA), a former Mayor of Lindale, the current Mayor of Lindale, and a 
representative  of  the  Tyler  Economic  Development  Council.  Following  the  testimony  of  the  last 
registered speaker, two members of the general public presented their comments directly to the court 
reporter  (see Appendix D).  The meeting was  adjourned  at  approximately  8:30  PM  following  closing 
remarks from TxDOT.  
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3.0  PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS 

Comments regarding the Draft EIS were accepted until the close of business on January 20, 2014. A total 
of 39 comments were received either during the public hearing or within the 11‐day comment period 
(January 9 through January 20, 2014). These included: 

• 12 comments presented as public hearing testimony; 

• 2 comments directly presented to the court reporter; 

• 11 comment forms submitted during or immediately following the public hearing; and 

• 14 comments submitted via email or mail following the public hearing. 

An inventory of all of the public hearing comments and TxDOT’s chosen comment‐response method are 
included in Table 1. Copies of each of these comments are included in Appendix E: General Public, 
Elected Official, and Agency Comments, and copies of TxDOT’s responses to these comments are 
included in Appendix F: Responses to General Public, Elected Official, and Agency Comments.  

A summary of the main issues cited in the public hearing comments received from the general public, 
elected officials, and state and federal agencies is provided in Section 3.1.  
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Table 1. US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Reliever Route Public Hearing Comments 

Comment 
Number 

Name of 
Commenter 
(Affiliation) 

Comment 
Method Comment 
was Received 
(Response) 

1 

Carol Kehl 
(Smith County 
Historical 

Commission) 

As a member of Smith County Historical Commission, I have read and studied those portions of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Lindale Reliever Route for Loop 49 North that are subject to our 
interests–potential adverse effects of cultural resources. I contacted one of our Smith County Historical 
Society members who has lived for decades in Lindale and also Carolyn Caldwell, City Secretary of Lindale, 
for additional information. It appears that the mitigation activities already performed in the Area of 
Potential Effects and those that would be performed, depending on which route is selected, satisfy legal 
requirements. Both Alternatives D and G seem to meet project needs and purposes, but G would be 
preferred by our Commission because the impact of known cultural resources in that area is less according 
to what is written in the impact statement.  

Email 
(Email response 
from TxDOT–Tyler 

District) 

2 
William Cumbie 

(Citizen) 

I believe the reduction in traffic on US‐69 through Lindale to be provided by the Toll 49 Lindale Reliever 
Route is being overstated. This is particularly true as regards to the 18 wheel truck traffic. Primarily this is 
due to the proposal being for a toll road versus non‐toll. That said, I oppose Route Alternative D. Route 
Alternative G is acceptable.  

Email
(Email response 
from TxDOT–Tyler 

District) 

3 
John Tweedell 

(Citizen) 

My comments regarding the proposed Lindale Reliever Route are as follows:  1) No Smith County Citizen tax 
money should be spent on this project as the road will be turned over to non‐elected individuals.  2) The 
proposed route is so close to Lindale that I see no advantage to spending this huge sum of money.  3) I do 
not think this road if built should be tolled because if our gasoline tax money had not been diverted by the 
elected servants then the toll would not be needed. If this road is needed it should be built as we build 
other roads.  4) Emergency event if one occurred would affect two cities instead of one city. More people 
would be hurt or killed if some chemical was released into the air.  5) The cost is more than the value 
derived from it. 

Email  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

4 

Chris Banks 
(Citizen & 

Business Property 
Owner/Renter) 

After listening to comments from residences the one common statement is that they all use the toll road 
that exists. Other land owners sacrifice their property for their use. I hear some complaints about cost. Well 
it’s cheaper and safer than the time it takes to go through Tyler. I wonder what Lindale would look like if it 
stayed with a two lane highway 69? I bet there would be more people there in support, probably hundreds. 
We need the Relief Route now. Please no bicycles.  

Comment Card 
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

5 
Todd Richardson 
(Citizen & Real 
Estate Broker) 

I hope the State will get this project started and completed ASAP.  The Loop 49 going south is wonderful, 
saves time and gas for us going to Tyler. There is so much traffic on Hwy 69 in town the Reliever Route will 
make it safer for everyone. Thank you.  

Email 
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 
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Table 1. US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Reliever Route Public Hearing Comments 

Comment 
Number 

Name of 
Commenter 
(Affiliation) 

Comment 
Method Comment 
was Received 
(Response) 

6 

Stephen R. 
Spencer, Ph.D. 

(U.S. Department 
of the Interior) 

Please find attached the Department of the Interior comment letter for the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale 
Reliever Route, Smith County, TX. I would appreciate confirmation by return e‐mail that this has been 
received. The U.S. Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route, Smith County, Texas. In this regard, we have no comment.  

Email, Letter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

7 
Garrett 

Henderson 
(Citizen) 

I am looking for information on the US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Reliever. I am just wanting some basic 
information as to when the project plans to let, is it funded, date of acquisition of ROW, which route it will 
take, who is doing the project.  

Email  
(email) 

8 

Lisa Baker (United 
Keetoowah Band 
of Cherokee 
Indians in OK) 

The United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma has reviewed your project under Section 106 
of the NHPA. At this time, we have no comments or concerns. However, if any human remains are 
inadvertently discovered, please cease all work and contact us immediately.  

Email  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

9 
Dr. Howard Beggs 
(Affected Land & 
Business Owner) 

I am a landowner whose property apparently lies in the proposed path of the Lindale Reliever Route 
extension of Loop 49. The purpose of this letter is to give you a concrete example of the hardships you are 
imposing on people in my position by refusing to specify a final location of the right‐of‐way. My partner and 
I are in the business of developing residential subdivisions in the Lindale area. We have successfully 
developed the Meadow Crest Subdivision, which contains 26 lots and is located on FM 16, two miles west 
of Lindale. We also own a 155‐acre tract that is adjacent to this subdivision and contains a 40‐acre lake. We 
were in the process of developing the 155‐acre tract to contain about 155 lots, when it came to our 
attention that one of the possible routes of the reliever route passed though the east end of this property. 
We had already progressed to the point of spending a considerable amount of money having the property 
surveyed and platted, and obtaining preliminary approval from the County to proceed with development. 
However, the next stage, which consisted of constructing streets and a water distribution system, would 
require a considerable expenditure, and therefore we sought outside financing. Due to the fact that the 
final route of the reliever route was not specified, we were unable to obtain this financing. If the final 
location of the right‐of‐way had been specified, we could have altered our plans and worked around the 
reliever route location. As both TxDOT and the NET RMA have refused to do this, you are costing me several 
million dollars. To put this in perspective, I invite you to refer to page 312, or Plate 5, in the EIS that you 
have published. From this plate, you will see that the latest proposed route will eliminate approximately 50 
of the proposed 155 lots, for which I will expect to be compensated. This is just one example of the type of 
problem you are causing by keeping the landowners in the possible paths of the highway in limbo. I urge 
you to please specify a definite and final route as soon as possible.  

Email  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 
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Table 1. US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Reliever Route Public Hearing Comments 

Comment 
Number 

Name of 
Commenter 
(Affiliation) 

Comment 
Method Comment 
was Received 
(Response) 

10 

Karen Hardin 
(Texas Parks and 

Wildlife 
Department) 

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for the above referenced project. TPWD, as the state agency with primary responsibility for 
protection the state’s fish and wildlife resources and in accordance with the authority granted by Parks and 
Wildlife Code 12.0011, hereby provides the following recommendations to minimize the potential adverse 
impacts to the state’s fish and wildlife resources for the proposed project reference above. 
Based on the information presented in the DEIS, TPWD does not anticipate that adverse impacts to fish and 
wildlife resource would be of enough significance to eliminate either of the build alternatives from 
consideration: however, TPWD strongly encourages implementation of the recommendations presented in 
this review to reduce potential adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Thus TPWD has no objection 
to the No Build alternative and finds build alternatives D or G acceptable. Because lack of direct access 
lessens the amount of development along roadways which also reduces impact to fish and wildlife habitat, 
TPWD supports the proposed full control‐of‐access for the project. *The remainder of this letter can be 
found in Appendix E. 

Email with attached 
letter  

(Letter from TxDOT 
ENV) 

11 
Sean Edwards 
(U.S. Fish & 

Wildlife Service) 

We have received and reviewed TxDOT’s Draft EIS regarding the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever 
Route. There are no federally listed species currently known to occur in Smith County, Texas. Therefore, we 
have no comments or recommendations to offer at this time. Thank you for the opportunity to participate 
in this process. Please contact me with any additional needs.  

Email  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

12 
Linda Henderson 
(Texas Historical 
Commission) 

Thank you for sharing copies of the DEIS for the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route in Smith 
County (CSJ 0190‐04‐033). Our review staff has reviewed the materials, and we have no comments at this 
time. Please let us know if you have any questions for us or if any unanticipated discoveries come up that 
were not covered in cultural and historic resource surveys reviewed to date.  

Email  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

13 
Mark McDaniel 
(City Manager, 
City of Tyler) 

Thank you for allowing the City of Tyler to comment on this project. We appreciate the opportunity to 
comment, but have no concerns regarding the statement provided.  

Email 
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

14 
Lindsay Bilyeu 

(Choctaw Nation 
of Oklahoma) 

The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma thanks the Texas Department of Transportation for the correspondence 
regarding the above references project. Smith Co, TX lies within the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma’s area of 
historic interest. After reviewing the Draft EIS, the Choctaw Nation Historic Preservation Department would 
like to request a copy of the archeological survey performed for this project and a color topo map of the 
APE showing all archeological sites within a 1 mile radius. If you have any questions, please contact our 
office at 580‐924‐8280 ext. 2631. 

Email  
(Letter from TxDOT 

ENV) 
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15 
Joe Mea (Affected 
Land & Business 

Owner) 

The Mea family supports infrastructure and economic development but we also believe that government 
should not unnecessarily trample on private property rights and small business. The Meas’ seek a 
meaningful dialogue with TxDOT and the Regional Mobility Authority to create a win/win path forward to at 
least mitigate the negative impact of the Lindale Reliever Route on our family business. We work hard to be 
successful in an environment where we fiercely compete for business with large international organizations. 
This project is more than government taking land—it is about the disruption of a family business where 
operational inefficiencies created by the proposed route threaten its viability.  
Background: The Mea Family began purchasing land in the 1960’s with the intent to develop it for both 
agricultural use and residential development. The first parcel of land was purchased by the Mea Family with 
subsequent tracts being purchased until as recently as the late 90’s. Today the Mea Family property 
consists of approximately 500 contiguous acres. Substantial value has been created by blocking up the 
property and making it suitable for residential development, commercial, and horticultural operations.  
Concerns: The Lindale Reliever Route will eliminate direct access to the irrigation pond that services Mea 
Nursery; The Reliever Route will run through the middle of the Mea property. Obviously, the property will 
be divided by the Reliever Route preventing the development of the property as a whole. This will diminish 
the value of the land for residential development as only a proportion of the original tract will be available; 
The Reliever Route will physically subdivided the Mea property blocking direct access from one side to the 
other; The land on the west side of the route will diminish in value as it will be too small for development; 
The Reliever Route runs through the “high” ground of the property which is the prime spot for residential 
lots making it less attractive for potential lot and home buyers; The Reliever Route runs through Mea 
Nursery’s commercial and horticultural operation; A winery and vineyard planted by the Mea Family will be 
materially impacted; The value of the Mea Family home will be negatively impacted by the construction of 
the Reliever Route and the proximity to the house.  
Proposed Solutions: By moving part of the Reliever Route by approximately 1000 feet to the West several 
of our concerns can be addressed; A plan can be developed where we could enter at or near the designated 
controlled access point from the Mea property; An additional access point between 120 and Hwy 69 be 
identified, perhaps on and off access to CR 431, which would benefit everyone, including the City of Lindale, 
by allowing circulation to the whole area.  
Summarize: To summarize, the Lindale Reliever Route will materially diminish the value of the Mea 
Property; but, more importantly, it will place unnecessary hardship on Mea Nursery that threatens the 
viability as an ongoing business. Your consideration of our concerns is appreciated. Thank you for your 
service to our great State. 

Letter 
 (Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 
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16 
Bob Garrett 
(Affected 

Landowner) 

We are in favor of the project moving forward. We note that the exhibits shown at the 1/9/14 public 
hearings do not depict the “access points” agreed to in our conveyance to NET RMA. Thank you.  

Comment Card 
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

17 
Mr. D.M. Edward 

(Affected 
Landowner) 

I write in support of the Lindale Relief Project as a board member and treasurer of Timberline Baptist Camp 
& Conference Center on Mt. Sylvan Road (also FM‐849). Our board of trustees and camp staff recognize the 
importance of this project and are willing to work with TxDOT and the City of Lindale on this. Please keep us 
apprised on the project.  

Comment Card 
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

18 
Gary Jackson 
(Citizen) 

Good visual presentation of planned extension of Loop 49. Urge completion as soon as possible.  
Comment Card 

(Letter from TxDOT–
Tyler District) 

19 
Derrell Cooper 

(Citizen) 
I support the Loop generally.  

Comment Card
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

20 
Chris Banks 
(Citizen) 

Please build the relief loop and no bicycles. 
Comment Card 

(Letter from TxDOT–
Tyler District) 

21 
John Etheridge 

(Affected 
Landowner) 

Please contact me concerning a business and property acquisition. My phone # is 214‐215‐2958. Question: 
Entire width of right of way cuts across my east border (525 feet). Can we split the difference with my 
neighbor and move road east 250 feet? 

Comment Card 
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

22 
Sandra Rowan 

(Citizen) 
This loop would be of great benefit to many people. However, the route which has the least impact on 
existing home owners is always best.  

Comment Card 
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

23 
Owen Scott 
(Citizen) 

As a citizen of Lindale, I feel it is imperative the relief route is constructed ASAP to relieve the traffic on hwy 
69. I do not feel it will destroy the downtown development.  

Comment Card 
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

24  A.E. Shull (Citizen) 
I am a contractor in Tyler. Many materials we use are shipped to use from OK & KS and came down Hwy 69. 
This project would allow 18 wheelers to miss Lindale and Tyler. 

Comment Card 
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

25 

Tom Mullins 
(Tyler Economic 
Development 

Council) 

I represent the Tyler Economic Development Council and we support the completion of Toll 49. It will help 
alleviate traffic congestion, improve safety and promote economic development  

Comment Card 
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 
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26 

Rhonda Smith 
(Environmental 
Protection 
Agency) 

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA), the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for 
implementing NEPA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 office in Dallas, Texas, has 
completed its review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) for the US 69/Loop 49 North 
Lindale Reliever Route. The proposed action is intended to provide relief to the existing US 69 through the 
city of Lindale and extend a proposed toll facility (Loop 49 West) from IH 20 southwest of Lindale to US 69 
north of Lindale.  
EPA has rated the DEIS as LO “Lack of Objections”. The EPA’s Rating System Criteria can be found here: 
http://www.epagov/oecaerth/nepa/comments/rating.html.  
EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. Our classification will be published on the EPA website, 
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/eisdata.html, according to our responsibility under Section 309 of 
the CAA to inform the public of our views on the proposed Federal action. Please send our office one copy 
of the Final (FEIS). If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 214‐665‐8006 or Michael 
Jansky of my staff at jansky.michael@epa.gov or 214‐665‐7451 for assistance.   

Letter 
(No response 
necessary) 

Public Hearing Comment Summary* 
*Note: these comments have been paraphrased and can be read in their entirety in Appendix D: Public Hearing Transcript. 

27 
Howard Beggs 

(Affected Land & 
Business Owner) 

Mr. Beggs is the owner of a 155‐acre tract impacted by the project. Mr. Beggs would like the project 
planners to have a definitive answer for the location of the right of way, claiming planners are suggesting 
the right of way may be slightly different than the drawings. Mr. Beggs’ main concern is for land owners to 
no longer be in limbo regarding the future of their property due to the back and forth of exactly where the 
takes will occur.  

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 
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28 

Robert Rozen 
(Citizen & 
Affected 

Landowner) 

Mr. Rozen’s concern is with the livelihoods of the people whose properties are being impacted by the 
project. He suggests project planners take into consideration not only the property value but the value of 
their home and history of the people. Mr. Rosen would like to know directly how people’s businesses are 
affected and what percentage of the businesses would be lost. Mr. Rosen states that the citizens have the 
right to ask personal questions regarding how the project is going to increase the value of the citizens in the 
town. He would like to know if the citizens are going to be involved in the project, such as the hiring of local 
contractors for the construction of the project. He would like to make sure his driveway would be fixed 
along the roadway if construction were to take place on his property (Mr. Hopmann comments the referred 
to driveway issue regards recent construction on FM 16). Mr. Rosen is concerned that the recently 
constructed Toll 49 project is already beginning to deteriorate and appears incomplete, and he would like 
to be reassured the proposed project is going to be a finished project.  

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

29  Jeff Head (Citizen) 

Mr. Head lives in Country Manor off of 849. Mr. Head is still unclear of the impact the project will have on 
Lindale. He is concerned if people are going to be able to bypass Lindale, there will be detrimental impacts 
on the taxes that are received from revenues of purchased products such as gasoline and other materials 
and businesses for stores. He is concerned that no other person has mentioned the impact on Lindale if 
visitors now bypass Lindale. Mr. Head’s second concern is why the project will only be two lanes instead of 
four. He is concerned that the project will cost more if only two lanes are constructed now and later in time 
there is a need to add lanes. In his opinion, this project is not really efficient transportation.  

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

30 
Bobby McClenny 

(Citizen) 

Mr. McClenny appreciates the work that has been done on this project. He acknowledges people will have 
issues pertaining to right of way, etc. He states that studies indicate that traffic will increase in Lindale and 
also cites congestion on US 69 during certain hours of the day. He expresses sympathy for those who are 
going to be directly affected through right of way acquisition but urges the project to move forward. He also 
states he hopes he “will be around to make the full trip from beginning to end” once the project is finished.  

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

31 
Bill Liebbe 
(Affected 

Property Owner) 

Mr. Liebbe’s property will be taken by the proposed project. He asks Mike Lightfoot, the representative for 
TxDOT’s Right of Way Division, “Isn’t it true that the State must pay us fair‐market value for the property 
taken? Can you tell us what fair‐market value means?” Mr. Lightfoot responds that it is true the State must 
pay fair market value. Mr. Liebbe states the legal definition of fair market value is “the current value under 
its current use and the reasonably foreseeable use in the future.” Mr. Liebbe continues on to say that 
TxDOT must also pay the homeowner not only the value of the home taken but also the damages, and the 
State will hire appraisers to find the value of the home. Mr. Liebbe is concerned the appraisers will be 
biased and prejudiced because they work for the State, and he is concerned the appropriate value will not 
be awarded. He asks if the offer from the State must be accepted. Mr. Lightfoot states the offer does not 

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 
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have to be accepted. Mr. Libbe then continues to say if the offer is rejected from the landowner, the State 
must file a condemnation lawsuit in the County Court at Law, and then three landowners will be appointed 
by the Court to hear testimony for the awarded value for the Commissioner to make an award. Based on his 
evaluation, he explains that 93 percent of the time, the Commissioner’s award is higher than what is 
offered by the State, and if either side is dissatisfied with the award, then they can file an appeal to the 
County Court at Law and get a jury trial. Mr. Lightfoot confirms. Mr. Liebbe states that people can hire 
lawyers to challenge on a contingency fee basis, and most of the time if landowners challenge the value 
from the State, “they come out much better.” Mr. Lightfoot did not have statistics to back Mr. Liebbe’s 
claim.  Mr. Liebbe informs the attendees of the hearing that he was a lawyer, provided his phone number, 
and offered to speak with the citizens over concerns they may have pertaining to offers from the State.  

32 

Gary Halbrooks 
(Northeast Texas 
Regional Mobility 
Authority Board 
of Directors) 

Mr. Halbrooks has served on the Northeast Texas Regional Mobility Authority (NET RMA) Board of Directors 
since its founding and has had a long‐standing relationship with TxDOT on the Lindale project. Mr. 
Halbrooks notes the growth that has taken place on Loop 323 and notes the continued growth already 
occurring on Loop 49. He believes that Toll 49 will be an economic generator of growth. Mr. Halbrooks 
looks forward to taking over the Relief Reliever Route as part of the NET RMA in the future and working 
with the citizens on the project.  

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

33 

Tom Mullins 
(Tyler Chamber of 
Commerce & 
Tyler Economic 
Development 
Corporation) 

Mr. Mullins represents the Tyler Area Chamber of Commerce and Tyler Economic Development Council. In 
conjunction with these organizations, Mr. Mullins has been working with the Lindale project for a number 
of years. He sees future growth in the area based on the statistic of 400,000 people moving to Texas each 
year as well as several other statistics for the area. He states “growth requires more infrastructure, water 
and sewer, schools, and of course, roads.” Mr. Mullins described the length of time and extent of planning 
that goes into transportation projects and congratulates TxDOT for being diligent in terms of public input 
and meetings. He addressed the concern of citizens for the roadway only being two lanes, stating additional 
lanes will cost money the State simply cannot allocate to this project, and the tolled lanes will generate 
revenue for potential future expansion. Mr. Mullins states this project will improve traffic flow, safety, and 
be a driver for economic growth and development.  

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

34 
Jim Mallory 

(Citizen & Former 
Lindale Mayor) 

Mr. Mallory is the former mayor of Lindale. He expressed his sympathy with the people who will be 
impacted negatively; however, he recognized the current condition of Lindale and future projects with the 
increased truck traffic and his concern for safety.  He urges people to push this project forward because it is 
a great thing for Smith County and for Texas.  

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 
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35 
Kevin Freudiger 
(Affected Land & 
Business Owner) 

Mr. Freudiger represents Fox Run Estates and Sammy and J.B. Fox. Mr. Freudiger has two primary concerns. 
The first is the loss of land for families and property owners. He is concerned that the toll road will not bring 
economic growth, partly based on his experience with toll roads in Dallas. He is concerned with the increase 
in business expenditures for his electrical company, because his vehicles must use toll roads and incur costs 
of approximately $1,200 to $1,500 per month. Mr. Freudiger noted his understanding that toll roads are 
expected to charge tolls until the roadway is paid off; however, he has yet to see a toll road become non‐
tolled. He expresses his concern over tolls costs for individuals and families throughout the Lindale area.  

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

36 
Mayor Robert 

Nelson 
(Lindale Mayor) 

Mr. Nelson thanked TxDOT for the people who had the vision for the project 20 years ago and how they are 
continuing the project today. He states the current traffic situation as problematic and only to get worse.  
He encouraged the people to work together to have a win‐win situation for everybody. He urges the 
citizens to have an open mind and support the project.  

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

37 
Donna Liebbe 
(Affected 

Landowner) 

Mrs. Liebbe’s concern is the timeline of the project and the implications the delayed acquisition dates have 
had on property owners. She is concerned for the land owners and their future plans to improve their 
property, but it is unclear when their property will be purchased. Mrs. Liebbe has made a request if the 
acquisition date for the property were to change again to notify the home owners.    

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

38 
W.D. Craig 
(Citizen) 

Mr. Craig referred to the widening project of US 69 in Mineola nearly 50 years ago. At the time, he sold part 
of his property for right of way and was told that part of his land would be used for where Alternative D is 
located. Mr. Craig believes the ideal route would not be D; instead, he proposes an alternative that is 
located between D and G to avoid a sweeping overpass. Mr. Craig is also concerned about selling his 
property and would like a definitive answer regarding the location of the roadway as soon as possible. 

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 

39 
Demetrio Capello 

(Affected 
Property Owner) 

Mr. Capello would like to see a compromise between D and G to protect his property in the future. Mr. 
Capello believes if there were an alternative between D and G, there wouldn’t be as many business impacts 
and one overpass would suffice. He states he believes that the construction of an overpass would take a 
few years, during which crossing US 69 will pose a safety concern.  

Spoken comment, 
recorded by court 

reporter  
(Letter from TxDOT–

Tyler District) 
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3.1  COMMENT SUMMARY 

Table 2 summarizes the main issues cited in the comments received during and after the public hearing 
from  the  general public,  elected officials,  and  state  and  federal  agencies.  These main  issues  include: 
general opposition to the proposed project;  issues regarding  tolling; and  issues regarding right of way 
acquisition and/or access changes. Comments that express general support of or no opposition to the 
proposed project are also included in the table below. Each reference to a main issue is included in the 
table; therefore, comments that mention multiple issues may be included in the table more than once. 
Two comments requesting further  information regarding the proposed project are not  included  in this 
tally.  

Table 2. Summary of Main Issues Cited in Public Hearing Comments 

Issue  Number of Comments* 

General support and/or no opposition  25 

General opposition  1 

Issues regarding tolling  2 

Issues regarding right of way acquisition and/or access changes  10 

*Number of comments  indicates the number of times an  issue  is referenced. Some comments may reference more than one 
issue. Not all issues referenced in comments are included in this table. Appendix E includes all comments in their entirety. 

 

Comments from the General Public and Elected Officials 

Comments  received  from  the  general public  and elected officials during  and  after  the public hearing 
regarding  the  US  69/Loop  49  Draft  EIS  generally  indicate  support  for  the  proposed  improvements; 
however, some individuals express concern regarding specific elements of the project.  These concerns 
include:  

• opposition to tolling the facility;  

• issues regarding right of way acquisition; and 

• the long‐term economic impacts of traffic bypassing Lindale.  

Statements  indicating  support  for  the  improvements  cite  the  following  as  potential  benefits  of  the 
proposed project: 

• support and promotion of future economic growth in the Lindale area; 

• safety improvements, particularly with regard to truck traffic; and 

• travel time savings. 

All  general  public  and  elected  official  comments  can  be  found  in Appendix  E.  TxDOT’s  responses  to 
these comments are included in Appendix F.  
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Comments from State and Federal Agencies 

Correspondence  received  from  state  and  federal  agencies  indicates  overall  support  of  the  proposed 
project,  with  only  a  small  number  of  agencies  providing  comments.  The  Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife 
Department (TPWD) provided comments regarding TxDOT‐TPWD 2013 Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) coordination;  implementation of Best Management Practices  for rare species; consideration of 
impact avoidance measures  for all aquatic organisms  (including all native  freshwater mussel  species); 
and  recommendations  regarding bridge span and culvert design  (see Appendix E).   The Smith County 
Historical Commission expressed  its  support  for Alternative G  and  its  assessment  that  the mitigation 
activities  recommended  by  the  Draft  EIS would,  depending  on which  route  is  selected,  satisfy  legal 
requirements. Correspondence with the U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and  Environmental  Protection  Agency  indicates  the  agencies  reviewed  the  Draft  EIS  and  have  no 
comments  to provide.   All agency  correspondence  can be  found  in Appendix E;  responses  to agency 
comments are included in Appendix F.  

4.0  CONCLUSION  

The majority of comments received during and after the public hearing indicates overall support of the 
proposed  project  by  the  general  public,  elected  officials,  and  agencies.  Some  individuals  or  agencies 
expressed  a  preference  for  Alternative  G  (the  Preferred  Alternative);  however,  no  comments  were 
received  in  support  of  Alternative  D.  Opposition  to  specific  elements  of  the  proposed  project  was 
expressed by  some members of  the  general public,  typically with  regard  to  right of way  acquisition. 
TxDOT has responded to the comments received (see Appendix F) and will address remaining issues in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement, if necessary and appropriate. 
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of the collection of information on those 
who are to respond, including through 
the use of appropriate automated 
electronic, mechanical, or other 
technological collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology, 
e.g., permitting electronic submission of 
responses. EPA will consider the 
comments received and amend the ICR 
as appropriate. The final ICR package 
will then be submitted to OMB for 
review and approval. At that time, EPA 
will issue another Federal Register 
notice to announce the submission of 
the ICR to OMB and the opportunity to 
submit additional comments to OMB. 

Abstract: Under the provisions of 
national Program Development and 
Approval Guidance implementing 
section 6217 of the Coastal Zone Act 
Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 
(CZARA) which was jointly developed 
and published by EPA and the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), 29 coastal 
States and 5 coastal Territories with 
federally approved Coastal Zone 
Management Programs have developed 
and submitted to EPA and NOAA 
Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Programs. 
Another State (Illinois) is developing its 
program for submittal to EPA and 
NOAA in early 2014. EPA and NOAA 
have fully approved 17 States and 5 
Territories, and conditionally approved 
11 States. Another State that was 
conditionally approved (Alaska) ceased 
its participation in this program in 2011. 

Form Numbers: None. 
Respondents/affected entities: Entities 

affected by this action are 11 coastal 
States with conditionally approved 
Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control 
Programs and 1 coastal State that will 
submit its program for federal approval 
in 2014. 

Respondent’s obligation to respond: 
Required to obtain or retain benefits. 

Estimated number of respondents: 12 
States (total). 

Frequency of response: On occasion. 
Total estimated burden: 1,500 hours 

(per year). Burden is defined at 5 CFR 
1320.3(b). 

Total estimated cost: $55,500 (per 
year), includes $0 annualized capital or 
operation & maintenance costs. 

Changes in Estimates: There is a 
decrease of 125 hours (per year) in the 
total estimated respondent burden 
compared with the ICR currently 
approved by OMB. This decrease is the 
result of progress that States which are 
not yet unconditionally approved have 
made that have resulted in the reduction 
in the number of conditions imposed on 
them by EPA and NOAA, offset by the 
addition of a new State coastal nonpoint 
program (Illinois), as well as the 

sunsetting of one State program in 2011 
(Alaska). 

Dated: November 6, 2013. 
Benita Best-Wong, 
Director, Office of Wetlands, Oceans, and 
Watersheds. 
[FR Doc. 2013–27830 Filed 11–19–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–9011–9] 

Environmental Impact Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564–7146 or http://www.epa.gov/
compliance/nepa/. 
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact 

Statements. 
Filed 11/04/2013 through 11/08/2013. 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 

Notice: Section 309(a) of the Clean Air 
Act requires that EPA make public its 
comments on EISs issued by other 
Federal agencies. EPA’s comment letters 
on EISs are available at: http://
www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/
eisdata.html. 
EIS No. 20130329, Draft EIS, FHWA, 

TX, US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale 
Reliever Route, Comment Period 
Ends: 01/20/2014, Contact: Gregory 
Punske 512–536–5960. 

EIS No. 20130330, Final EIS, NRC, 00, 
Generic—License Renewal of Nuclear 
Plants (NUREG–1437), Review Period 
Ends: 12/16/2013, Contact: Jeffrey 
Rikhoff 301–415–1090. 

EIS No. 20130331, Final EIS, USFS, NE., 
Allotment Management Planning in 
the Fall River West and Oglala 
Geographic Areas, Review Period 
Ends: 12/16/2013, Contact: Robert 
Novotny 605–745–4107. 

EIS No. 20130332, Final EIS, FHWA, 
CALTRANS, CA, Interstate 5 North 
Coast Corridor Project, Review Period 
Ends: 12/16/2013, Contact: Manuel 
Sanchez 619–699–7336. 

EIS No. 20130333, Final EIS, USFS, OR, 
Fox Canyon Cluster Allotment 
Management Plans, Review Period 
Ends: 12/16/2013, Contact: Jeffrey 
Marszal 541–416–6436. 

EIS No. 20130334, Draft EIS, BIA, MA, 
Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe Fee-to- 
Trust Acquisition and Casino Project, 
Comment Period Ends: 12/30/2013, 
Contact: Chester McGhee 615–564– 
6500. 

EIS No. 20130335, Final EIS, BLM, NV, 
Pan Mine Project, Review Period 
Ends: 12/16/2013, Contact: Miles 
Kreidler 775–289–1893. 

EIS No. 20130336, Draft EIS, FHWA, FL, 
SR 997/SW 177th Avenue/Krome 
Avenue South, Comment Period Ends: 
12/30/2013, Contact: Cathy Kendall 
850–553–2225. 

EIS No. 20130337, Draft EIS, USACE, 
CA, Southport Sacramento River Early 
Implementation Project, Comment 
Period Ends: 01/06/2014, Contact: 
Tanis Toland 916–557–6717. 

Amended Notices 
EIS No. 20130261, Draft Supplement, 

NPS, CA, Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area Draft Dog 
Management Plan, Comment Period 
Ends: 01/11/2014, Contact: Michael B. 
Edwards 303–969–2694. 

EIS No. 20130324, Final EIS, BLM, CA, 
Stateline Solar Farm Project, Proposed 
Final Plan Amendment, Review 
Period Ends: 12/16/2013, Contact: 
Jeffery Childers 951–807–6737. 
Revision to FR Notice Published 11/ 
08/2013; Correction to change Review 
Period from 02/05/2014 to 12/16/
2013. 
Dated: November 12, 2013. 

Cliff Rader, 
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. 2013–27441 Filed 11–18–13; 11:15 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[EPA–HQ–OPP–2013–0001; FRL–9902–31] 

SFIREG Full Committee; Notice of 
Public Meeting 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The Association of American 
Pesticide Control Officials (AAPCO)/
State FIFRA Issues Research and 
Evaluation Group (SFIREG), Full 
Committee will hold a 2-day meeting, 
beginning on December 9, 2013 and 
ending December 10, 2013. This notice 
announces the location and times for 
the meeting and sets forth the tentative 
agenda topics. 
DATES: The meeting will be held on 
Monday, December 9, 2013 from 8:30 
a.m. to 5 p.m. and 8:30 a.m. to noon on 
Tuesday, December 10, 2013. 

To request accommodation of a 
disability, please contact the person 
listed under FOR FURTHER INFORMATON 
CONTACT, preferably at least 10 days 
prior to the meeting, to give EPA as 
much time as possible to process your 
request. 
ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held at 
EPA. One Potomac Yard (South Bldg.) 
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Notice of Request for Proposals for Third Party Drug and 
Alcohol Testing Services 
South East Texas Regional Planning Commission (SETRPC) is seeking 
proposals for Third Party Administrators for drug and alcohol testing to 
administer the federally mandated and drug free workplace drug testing 
program for a period of five (5) years. SETRPC is seeking a third party 
provider for on-site/collection site drug and alcohol testing of transit 
employees in the rural areas of Jefferson, Orange, and Hardin Counties. 

The primary objective of the service is to comply with the Federal Tran-
sit Administration prevention of alcohol misuse and prohibited drug 
use in transit operations (49 CFR Part 655) effective August 1, 2001. 

Copies of the Request for Proposals (RFP) can be downloaded from 
the SETRPC website at www.setrpc.org on or after October 28, 2013. 
The RFP can also be obtained by calling (409) 899-8444, ext 7520. 

Proposals and bids received after the deadline will be returned un-
opened. If envelope is not marked properly, proposal may not be con-
sidered. It is not necessary to be present at the proposal/bid opening. If 
you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact our agency 
at the above web address or telephone (409) 899-8444, ext 7520. 

Disadvantaged Business Enterprises will be afforded full opportunity 
to submit proposals. Proposers will not be discriminated against on 
the grounds of race, color, sex, disability, age, or national origin in 
considering an award. 

SETRPC reserves the right to reject any and all proposals. 

Proposals will be accepted until 2:00 p.m. CST, November 19, 
2013, at South East Texas Regional Planning Commission, Attention: 
Bob Dickinson, 2210 Eastex Freeway, Beaumont, Texas 77703. Fac-
simile submittals will not be accepted. 
TRD-201304888 
Bob Dickinson 
Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources 
South East Texas Regional Planning Commission 
Filed: October 28, 2013 

Texas Department of Transportation 
Notice of Availability - Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is advising the 
public of the availability of the approved Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the proposed construction of the new location, 
full control of access reliever route around the city of Lindale in Smith 
County, Texas, referred to as U.S. Highway (US) 69/Loop 49 North 
Lindale Reliever Route (Lindale Reliever Route). The proposed action 
is intended to provide relief to the existing US 69 through the city of 
Lindale and extend a proposed toll facility (Loop 49 West) from IH 20 
southwest of Lindale to US 69 north of Lindale. This proposed facility 
would extend north from the completed Loop 49 West terminus at 
Interstate Highway (IH) 20, bypassing Lindale and terminating at US 
69 north of Lindale. The proposed action was developed, analyzed 
and vetted through an extensive feasibility and routing process which 
included many public involvement opportunities from 1999 through 
the 2013 date of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
The proposed project began National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) compliance activity as an Environmental Assessment (EA) 
and was elevated to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), due 
in part to proximity of western alternative corridors to the city of 
Hideaway and eastern alternative corridors to the city of Lindale and 
youth camp facilities. 

Over the course of three steering committee meetings, four public 
meetings, two public scoping meetings, three public participating 
agency meetings and three affected property owner meetings, a 
technically preferred alignment with broad support was identified 
(Alternative G). Alternatives to the proposed action include taking 
no action or building alternative alignments D or G, which range in 
length from 7.0 to 7.4 miles, respectively. Alternatives D and G would 
both be new location roadways consisting of a four-lane divided 
freeway ultimate section in a usual minimum 450-foot right-of-way. 
The project would most likely be built in phases, with an interim 
design consisting of a two-lane section, similar to existing Loop 49 
West. Neither the interim nor ultimate design provides for continuous 
access or frontage roads. Alternative G is identified as the technically 
preferred alternative primarily due to fewer impacts to the human 
environment. Environmental impacts caused by the construction and 
operation of the proposed roadway would vary according to the align-
ment utilized. Direct impacts of the build alternatives would include 
construction detours, construction traffic, air and noise impacts from 
construction equipment and operation of the roadway, surface water 
impacts from construction activities and roadway storm water runoff, 
impacts to waters of the US including wetlands, impacts to wildlife 
habitat, impacts to cultural resources, and impacts to residents and 
businesses based on potential relocations. The project alternatives, 
including no action, would have indirect and cumulative impacts 
on the environment. The build alternatives would result in safety, 
mobility, and capacity improvements to the regional transportation 
system that would not be provided by the No Build Alternative. 

Copies of the DEIS and other information about the project can be 
obtained by contacting Mr. Dale Booth at the TxDOT Tyler District at 
(903) 510-9113 or by email at Dale.Booth@txdot.gov. The document 
is on file and available for review at the following locations: (1) 
Robert R. Muntz Library, 3900 University Boulevard, Tyler, Texas 
75799; (2) Tyler Public Library, 201 South College Avenue, Tyler, 
Texas 75702; (3) TxDOT Tyler District, 2709 West Front Street, 
Tyler, Texas 75702; (4) East Texas Council of Governments, 3800 
Stone Road, Kilgore, Texas 75662; (5) Tyler City Hall, 423 W. 
Ferguson, Tyler, Texas 75702; (6) Lindale City Hall, 105 Ballard 
Dr., Lindale, Texas 75771; (7) Hideaway City Hall, 101-B Hideaway 
Lane Central, Hideaway, Texas 75771-5001; (8) North East Texas 
Regional Mobility Authority (NETRMA), 909 ESE Loop 323, STE 
360, Tyler, Texas 75701. You may view the DEIS at the follow-
ing addresses: http://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/district/tyler.html; 
http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot-info/tyl/draft-eis.pdf. 

Copies of the DEIS and other information about the project may also be 
requested from Hicks & Company in writing at 1504 West 5th Street, 
Austin, Texas 78703 or by email at info@hicksenv.com. Paper copies 
may be obtained for a fee of approximately $350.00. 

Comments regarding the DEIS may be submitted to TxDOT, Attention: 
Lindale Reliever Route Project Manager, 2709 West Front Street, Tyler, 
Texas 75702. Comments will also be accepted by email to TYL_Lin-
daleRelieverRoute@txdot.gov. A public hearing concerning the DEIS 
is scheduled for January 9, 2014 at 5:30 p.m. at the Lindale High 
School Cafeteria, 920 East Hubbard (FM 16), Lindale, Texas 75771. 
The public comment period will close January 20, 2014. TxDOT will 
publish notice of the public hearing in a local newspaper, in accordance 
with TxDOT rules. 
TRD-201304916 
Leonard Reese 
Office of General Counsel Lead Attorney 
Texas Department of Transportation 
Filed: October 30, 2013 
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PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE
The Texas Department of Transportation will
hold a Public Hearing at 5:30 on January 9,
2014 at the Lindale High School Cafeteria
located at 920 East Hubbard (FM 16), Lindale,
Texas 75771. The hearing will pertain to the
proposed U.S. Highway (US)69/Loop 49 North
Lindale Reliever Route (Lindale Reliever Route)
with limits from Loop 49 West at IH 20 south
west of Lindale to US 69 north of Lindale. The
purpose of the hearing is to discuss the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the
status of planning on the project to date, and to
solicit comment from the public.

From 5:30 to 6:30 there will be an open house
to allow the public time to review exhibits of the
proposed project and ask TxDOT and consult
ant personnel questions regarding the pro
posed project. The formal hearing with presen
tations and public comments will begin at 6:30.
Citizens will have the opportunity to make for
mal comments concerning the project via a
microphone, court reporter or in writing.

The proposed action is intended to provide
relief to tile existing US 69 through the city of
Lindale and extend a proposed facility (Loop 49
west) from IH 20so\Jthwestof Lindale to US 69
north of Lindale. Over the course of three
steering committee meetings, four public meet
ings, two public scoping meetings, three puoltc
participating agency meetings and three affect
ed property owner meetings, a technically pre
ferred alignment with broad support was Iden
tified (Alternative G). Alternatives to the pro
posed action include taking no action or build
ing alternative alignments 0 or G, which range
in length from 7.0 to 7.4 miles respectively.
Alternatives 0 and G would both be new loca
tion roadways consisting of a four-lane divided
freeway ultimate section in a usual minimum
450-foot right-of-way. The project would most
likely be built in phases, with an lnterim ~esign

consisting of a two-lane .sectlon, . slmllar to
existing Loop 49 West. Neither the Interim nor
ultimate design provides for continuous access
or frontage roads. The proposed project is esti
mated to cost approximately $82.3 million (with
a construction cost of $63.0 million).

Alternative G is identified as the technically pre
ferred alternative primarily due to fewer
impacts to the human environment. . Envirc;>n
mental impacts caused by the construction
and operation of the proposed roadway would
vary according to the alignment utilized. Direct
impacts of the build alternatives would i,,!c1ud~
construction detours, construction traffic, air
and noise impacts from construction equip
ment and operation of the r,oadway,. surface
water impacts from construction activities and
roadway storm water runoff, impacts to flood-

plains and waters of the US including wetlands,
impacts to wildlife habitat, impacts to cultural
resources, and impacts to residents and busi
nesses based on potential relocations. The
project alternatives, including no action, would
have indirect and cumulative impacts on the
environment. The build alternatives would
result in safety, mObility,and capacity improve
ments to the regional transportation system
that would not be provided by the No Build
Alternative.

Information concerning the State's Relocation
Assistance Program, including benefits and
services available to affected property owners
will be presented at the hearing.

Copies of the DEIScontaining maps, drawin~s,
environmental studies and other Information
about the project can be obtained by contact
ing Mr. Dale Booth at the TxDOT Tyler District
at (903)510-9113 or by email at
Dale.Booth@txdot.gov. The document is on file
and available for review at the following loca
tions: (1)Robert R. Muntz Library,3900 Univer
sity Boulevard, Tyler, Texas 75799; (2) Tyler
Public Library, 201 South College Avenue,
Tyler, Texas 75702; (3) TxDOT Tyler District,
2709 West Front Street,Tyler, Texas 75702; (4)
East Texas Council of Governments, 3800
Stone Road, Kilgore, Texas 75662; (5)Tyler City
Hall, 423 W. Ferguson, Tyler,Texas 75702; (6)
Lindale City Hall, 105Ballard Dr.,Lindale, Texas
75771; (7)Hideaway City Hall, 101-B Hideaway
Lane Central, Hideaway,Texas 75771-5001; (a)
North East Texas Regional Mobility Authority
(NETRMA), 909 ESE Loop 323, sTE360, Tyler,
texas 75701. You may view the DEIS at the
following addresses:
http://www.txdot.gov/inside-
txdotJdistrictltyler.html; .
http://ftp.dot.state.tx.uslpub/txdot
infoltyVdraft-eis.pdf.

Copies of the DEISand other information about
the project may also be requested from Hicks &
Company in writing at 1504 West 5th Street,
Austin, Texas 78703 or by email at info@hick
senv.com. Paper copies may be obtained for a
fee of approxsnately $350.00.
Comments regardinQthe DEIS may be submit
ted to TxDOT,Attention: Lindale RelieverRoute
Project Manager,2709 West Front Street, Tyler,
Texas75702. Comments will also be accepted
by email to
TYL LindaleRelieverRoute@txdot.gov. Verbal
or written comments may be presented either
at the hearing or within 10 days after the hear
ing.

Persons interested in attending the hearing
who have special communication or accommo
dation needs are encouraged to contact Jay
Tullos at (903)510-9153 at least two days erior
to the hearing. Since the public hearing Will be

conducted In English, any requ~sts for lan
guage interpreters or other special communi
cation needs should be made at least two days
prior to the public hearing. TxDOT will make
every reasonable effort to accommodate these
needs.



PUBLISHER'S AFFIDAVIT

THE STATE OF TEXAS, }
}

COUNTY OF SMITH }

I, Kimberly Richards do solemnly swear that I am Advertising Manager of the
TYLER MORNING TELEGRAPH, printed and published in the City of Tyler, County of
Smith, State of Texas, and that from, my own personal knowledge and reference to the files
of said publication. The notice stating "PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE The Texas Depa",
was inserted in the Tyler Morning Telegraph on the dates as follows:

TMT 12/28/13

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 12/30/13 A.D.

.......,t'p•.•.. SHERRY CSHOEMAKERl
• ~'?-'''U<9.'
/g{~.~\ NOTARYPUBL.IC
~.;'\.1f{./~.J Stateof Texas
....~~i'.~~:~;... Comm. Exp.02-07·2016

My Commission Expires 2/7/2016

Invoice # 1447499

Ad Clerk REECE
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YOUf\~h>:leil:J!!atioowilhe~US frc<lps /lid required for all posllronsl·90J-186·4518, ,..,..,,:::-:-c-::---::-:~-::--=-,--
siipport Olir Velmns! 100% tax deduchb~ W\Wlhoilgercom. EOEbyM LOOKING fO SALt land? Reach over
'asIFreeplClu~ 1~o-OO'1-7948 NOWHIRING .•lI I) ,I'e! ". 2-mllion readers lor one iJtplice in L'le
. . lIes, em0,1 I d.e.vlCe Texas Statew'de Ad~ertilmg N~lwork,

COnt~-any. On 24-liou/Cli Grealpay oom- Cooled ~.~ newspapetorcalll.800-T49-
. . _, pany hOll~fI<J lor sr.~~s & lamilies. CeO 4793 ftrmere detail

BEST l£:lS~PURCHASE mthelnd~,lry l-m.94~8400 ioreq,~S1anappical;on .,.-,-...,.,.,.~::-c::-.,....,..~:-=
With 99t,gal,on dreie! fuel. $100 weilk~ m,monahansnjpp~.up.com . 1101 MONTH BUYS land for RV. MH
bonus, new I,ucks, lOP pay and greal , 01:abm Galeo ,nlrt 1690 down.
IlelgMlanos. Hilsht~ch: !-!J88·514-5005 RAPID ROD SERVICE Now hif!ng all ISQ!l:~1091~I7lT\SQ4ljSsameascasl1
er w'tlw dl~e4hmlcom P'J~lions, SupelYlsols,Managers Rougn- Guaranteed fin~.1.936,JI7.J235 '
-==~--::-c=-=c=-:- nects, Derrr.ks, Erpefle",~prelerre<l but
EXPERIENCED FLATBED DRIVERS wililng 10 ~al!l Must limlalid ollvels YV!ltll!'N
:,~:~~;O:gr':W:~~:~~j~~ Iirense. P!Hm~oymen\ :esling. Emalt WEEKENO GETAWAY a18ia~e onlake

,;' pY dean@rap,droaser,lC& com or jUsun@ ferk. lake lr¥iIIg~on or Lale Meo~a
dr~'OIP{'jJ}ecom rap\drooservlce,om Rcoms!i~lJ~Ga1edcontrll./!lYwjj)
JOIN AVERITT TODAY! oeaitaled_iM!3'ij~!:.I_dlii/)Me:lti!l\'11ngv.daooOOaItUmr.
CDL·Ad!Netsgelt~l-ben~fiIsanosteeol_·"_··· ...,••- Cel!1t! !OOIerloonafi)r l-003<l7~726S,

nomelime.l-e55·430-S859App~onine: SAWMILLS FROM ONLY 1489700 Make 1-936-J77.J235f11~
AvenliCareerl com. EOE aoo sa\e~ywllJyrJJro~n iJaIllTd,O!! ._

OWNER OPERATORS 2800-3200 m;~sll.mbeIiiIlfditte':oo": in ilX1reatlf!¢sn~ Im.·"llfI4~'
Neal average All miles paid rexas;Fmelt;mamVVO:YltiN(f~. StatewideAd I5Sj
Oklahomaianes Homeweeklv.f,elsur- COfI',I.s00-573-13SJExt;lOON liONow.p.pet••IOi,OlICI",I,lIon

chalge!Cil!dS!dlscounls Palo plates, pe'· fthiiiiJ:g North Region Only ...... 1250
~1~.,·mk!ysel!leman~S 1-!J88720 1555 SAFE sm WALK.IN TUB MerllOI II N'''pap,,~ Ji1.l11Ck'uI';iun

~wayl,ansp~~.com __.__ semOl1 bathloom tails can be falai. S~~~.R?~~?~ll~~I~;;~i.~
PARTNERS IN EXCELlENCE OTRdrivers, ApproiedbyArthr~IFouMa(ion Thera- 'P ." $

APU eq~. ~ss. El·pess. p"uISe!l- peuOe jels with less lI!an 4·lnth step-In. W~~~~;'~;~~lZ~k;;;;I/~~
ger~rcy.2011andllO'lie!eqil1plrel11.tOO'kW'doaoor,anti'SiPf~,Amencanntade._
",OIoo.CllBUi!er Transr:-ort I.800-528.7825, inS!ailalioll !ncJude<l Calll-SBB-95IJ-25B7 • .' e,:'. '. '.... ~ "," •.
!'IiVi.biii!erIraI15pOltQlll1 101$7500fi . : f ••••• "

look for those GREAT DEALS in the CLASSIFIEDS!



Join Our Team Toda:r!

Newconsnuctlon T500• 5.000sq.ft.

Remodel. commerctat
wwwralphnuleseonstructlon.com

903.571.3087
B1lildillg 'Illallr}' I...sillemill/llomes/ll

East1'Pxa. fol'ovel'soyear.s;

AIRLINE
CAREERS
BEGIN HERE

dlsh~J.'m'O 800-315-3973

Become an Aviation Mechanic.
FAA approved training. Financial aid if qualified 

Housing available, Job placement assistance
CALLAviation Institute of Maintenance

Dallas·8oo-475-4102
or Houston - 800-743-1392

A
··' * HEA':~:L~~TICE

ruas

.' III~ar:::~/QI1 ~~ :'J:n~:~nC~~~~0:1~:L~~~~I'1~'~~~I~~I~~~:~~~ ~:
920East Hubbard (I'M 16), Lindale. Iexas15771 TheIlellnngwiH per

lOin 10 Iheproposed Ij S HIghway (US) tl9,loop'l9 Norlh Lindale fMeverRoute (Lindale Relievor
H<)Ulel w,~, limlls from Loop 49Wesl atIH20SClulhw",,1 orI.'ndolilloUS(19 north 01 Llndalil The
purpos ofIhehiMnny 's to" d'lit>J9S IheDraft E'Woron",en~~ Impa"" SI'lle111enl (DEIS'I, theslab's of
pkarloinq enIhl!l plnjed1/) dfll~, Md toOOIiClI exnnrnonl fr!)llllh~ ~'llbrll~

Flllm5',JI) 10 63()Iher,j '",IIb<1 an'.'pel' neuse 10 allow llie Ill,blic lime10 '~"Ie\V exh,'"t,<illl.".pro
JXI$ed prOlP'I)! find(1~;k f)lOOT andr..on:o:-uftnnt personnel quesnons r~Jardlr~llhe proposed prow"ct
lne lormol heonng ,.,thpresentauons am pubhc oommenls 1'111I beg,u ot 630 CIlllen. w,n have
Iheopp"rtunily 10 make lomlaicomments wn"em,ng Iheprolt'cl vIaD mrcrophone, court reporter
orInwnhng

Lindale News & Times' Thursday, Dec 05. 2013 58

Infi>rrnabl:on r.oll<\ell1l11\1 tileStr1le'5 Rp,l:)I)alKIl1 Al,s,stallc", Progrnm, ,nck,dint} lIendiism1d oeM;';S
o"alable10 affecAed properly owners '\111 bepre.senled althohearing.

Coplilsol!heDEIS ronlmmng maps, draw,,'ils. envuoomenlal .ludie. andolherinfonnalron aboul
11'.0 pr~1 coabeoclOlned byconlacl,ng Mr.Dale Booth ollhehOOT Tyler D,slrict at (003)510·
0113 orbyemail "I Oaie.8ooth@txdolga\, ThedocumenllS onfileond"vallable lorreIJii!W "tthe
fi~II)l'Ilng locati<lae (11 Robel! R.Mual2l..JhralY. ~I!iOO Un~·el.ily Boui"'l'ard, Tyler, Te.X;l$ 757~&; (2)
Tyler Public l..Jb,my, 201 5mlt; College Avenue. Tyler; T",xas 75702, (3;TxDOT Tyier 0I8I11CI. 27M
West Fo)nI5Ireel,TyI",. Texas 75702; (4)E~sl Texas '.::ouncd al (3(,,,ernrnenl$ 31'1(10 Sioae Rllild.

~~~0~~I1~~~~r7~fa~5\:~~ ~:~ma~7i~~~~~i'~;H~~:erbt8~";;'~~~~(t,~~~~~I~jll~H~~:
away, Texos 75771-500 I; (S)North EoslTexes Regional Momlily Author~y INETRMA), "09 ESE
Loop 323, STE300, Tyler, Te"" 75701 You may,.IeW IheDEIS 01!J',e ioilOWlr'il add,e'$6s' hltp.fl
\\'I\W.L<dol govflnSide-lxdolidlslrlcJ,iyier hlml. http/'f1p.d"tslole Ix USipubitxdol·",frllYVdroft-61,.pdf

CcPIeS <ifIheDEISandotllarInlorrr.alron about theprl~ecll!1llY alsobe reQue.led framH~.ks &
CCIl1,pr<ny 'nwnti',\1 at 1504 Wesl5Jh Slreel, Au.tin, Texas 76703 ortlYelilold al.,lo@h,d<.ien-;COlIl
P,lper (;('pIeS IMybe<ib~I~led lorufee,)1 tlpproXimalely $350.00
C(lnllnenti regarding It,eDEIS rnay be511btTI,lIed \0TxDOT. A,lI~alion: L..loleR~he\'er H'lU1e p,,~

eelMana9"" 27ff!Wesl Fl<inl~tr",,1 Tyler, TeX;ls 157er/. CWlITIelltll w,lI alsobeaccepted byemail
10 TVL_LlIldr</El<el,everR('IlI.,,~<dol ',j()v Ve'btll orwnllen r.ommill'lls maybepre;oenlerl mlh",r al
Iheheonng orwllh,n 10days after theheming,

~;~":r:~~~~g~~~:~~cI~:y\":J[~gu'tr.~:)~5fo~r,~3~i:~:~~~~ ~:~,:;r;:~~~1
Sinr.ethE! publiG hNUin!J WIll be CI(llldUI)(~d 10Engfish, a-f1'1lelNf.sls hxI,~ngu,}ge jlltt':fpreler,~ Ofolllt.f
ijli!Cl!l/t'(JInmun"al,:~; IltlEills sh.;,uld b. madeolle;lsl1'110 day.pllor10 Ihepubh:; heann,;. T.OOT
willf11ak~ evmyro1a~ondble eftl)rllo :'1cCOInrnodate lhtl$eneeds

rhepropo,ed action '5 'ntended I" pro,lde rellell!)IheeXl.llng US,,9Urrougiliho cityofI.lIloale and
e,len.:1 " pmpo;ed 1iJ("lrIy (Loop 49west) ImmIH20'o(lull'w",sl ofLJI'~lale 10 UStl~ n<lrlll I)!lindale
Overthec;.t)WS1~ ot thr~e ~teenng C;wuYllUee m~hfig~, fOlJrpublic fOP.~tln~is. h'Yo pobl~; ~lr.c~plllfJ

n.,"I~,(!s, Itlle,e pubh(, porTI('1palll'J agency llle~lin9s anlllhreeaffected pmpelty llI\l1erIneelll1!);.
a ledlllll~'llly pl'~lerte,j alignment wjlhIm'lel.suppo'l wasidenldled tAliemalive G) AllarrlOb~••
10 lI,eprqmll<:! ;l(~K'n .nclude. la~lI>;1 n(1 ol(:tf(~ or bulidll'~1 olnEilI1.jllve ;',I~lnu",nls D '" G,whl,:h
lange Inlenylh Imm7.0I" I 4miles respectively. A1lernal"e. DandGwould bolhbenewlocoiJoo
roadways coa~slIr'il of 0 lour·lane dlv,ded freeway ullimale .ecl"a ,na usual mlnllnum 450·1001
ughl·ol·way, Thep"'Jer.lwould mo.1 hkelv bebUill Inphases, w,lhanInlenm d~gn ",r",stlny ofa
two-Jane !lel1h,)fI ~mllar toeXlsllng Loop 49We.t Ne,lller IheInlenm norullimate desl\ln pru,ldes
lorwnlimms ,,1;'''''' 01 fronlage mads The proposed prGjer.l IS e,IImaled la coslapproxll113lely
W23""IIi')[llwilh,I Wllsll<ldion WBI,)f $6:1 (Ilml""",)

A1lemaliva G IS "lenlilied as Ihelechll,,;aily prefelTed aliernallVe pmnan~f due '0 fewer impacls
10 lI'e hl,rnan e,nwollmenl EllWC"'ITlf'nlol ,mpactl' ';,lused by lhecoll8lruclinn ar~ll)"eralim 01
iI>e propo'ed roaltNay 1\0IJ'l vmy'li~~)fdin'llo ther11~lnrllenl ullllZ"d. Due.:1 'iTIpa"I, ollhe bUll"
alternallve. would Indude con.lruel"n delours. conslnJtlion lrafflC. all oudnOise II11Pocts from con·
slru,A'"n "'1uipmenland operation ollh" roadway, slidare"'ale' 'mpacts lromco",lruehoo adMueo
ondroadw8y .Iormwaler runoff, ,mpact~ 10 floodpla,ns andwalers "f thoUS",rAudlng wellams.
impocts toWildlife heblLlt. ~npac~ 10 c.ulluml resources. andunpecls 10residents endbu.",esS<lS
ba.edonp"lenhai rel"cahons Thepr"jddalternatives, Intludlny noaclion, would haveI1d,rect
8mjcUlflui,lti"e impaels onIheellvH~lnment Thebuild .nemali"es wI~,kl result in solfety, Ilx,biirty,
amjcr<p8l:,ly nllpm"ements 10 tile"!\iinll;~ lfOl,,(,ortlIK,n sy,item tllall\llu,l nolbeprclwled hyIhe
NoBUlkl Alternalive

BRAND NEW :~2 doubl.I'Ilde
wittl enttlrttlll,rnentcenter.
fJroplnc. only41.~OO RBI
36579 (O03)524·2050 se hablo
espanal

RENT TOOWN3::: tKim~ for
only4(19month '5ff1ol1 down
j:lnymanl.RBI JQ679 {uo:\) 524M
2050

FREE 2,500gift cmd for Chnsl·
masswhenvoupurcnasenew
doublewlde, 1.250lor SlflUIe

RBI :.\0579003 524 20~O

~.1 Boo2 Bath Single-wid. only
$10,900.00 CalllorOelails. 903·
5115·2:.25 RBI-33093

Estate/Garage Sale
@ ~J5 Hal~n Ori'.Ja. Wadnes-.
day, Dot 4 . Salurday. Dot
7@ 8om-5pm.E""}1Iliflg
1;2pric.eon Saturday,Some
of Ih~ items IncludEI'50fal
malchlngcnmr, dryer, curio
c~bin€lt WIth matching mir
ror. retfrigeralor, Christmils
~·nrd displuy~, Roy"1unlJqua
l'/Puwflter, Kirby vacuum
cleaner rrcn rewn chtur""
filt.ll1l:., name brand clomee
sttoes,and purses, 10')'$, oil
lcntems. dl~hfl!"•. cookware,
tmd WbJas, ,IQrmStlltlrt rM~·

03nbJP( Il'lfJcJurn dnur, HlIJn'~

Olfllhe weetem boots j)J'd
Dnubl!1·J[;..111,>, Sfar5<'JIl1UX
cowbcv hgl PISI!)I I!lngu.
lines, Clm~itrna~ (l<~l.CJf. ftmj

lul5 IOmo 11115 serewill nor,
oen "'.'fllll! 11Htlln!i:':JIEH,l151

Snows Tilm 5111.' WIll tiU
(Qlh11J('tudM1WtJS8P{llBfo
<:~les ,'(itll the E!.>latE'l !1i]lgIII
ltle ()nJ"aun nodthE; {llher S.r.tl~

In~lda ltla h(lustl

J Bed 2 Balh Ootlble·wl;~ only
S'9.[')0 00 C"IIforDet.iI.,oos,
:;05-2625RBI·~UfJ9~\

!r.':~3 Mpudol.vwrkt.ane- HjdfJ~

ilway, :1;2,2cfII yfln!g&,'iufl..
ro<.lm.I\iUO-;qft.lllrgt1 lot
r.~I1~ Chlll'flE! lor appl \2141 7 Itj.
:"lnUij

N~w 2014DClutJe·widB only
$2,['0000 Down. $0:'0.00
rnooth,Onlyone Ian call 90J..
51;5-'1414240Monlhs
7.51.~p, WAC, RBI-33O\J3

Fm Sale J.Be·:j 2 Bath Sln'~I~

WIatt SI,000 Down.$295.00
month, 240 MuOlhs 7~~\I Apr
'.,\'ACCall 9(\3·5\l5·1·1~:~ RBI.
3,003

Lg a.very deen ~!:2 1~l1ntral

hElnl!Blr, ICl-ISQf storage.utiUty
room, ItlH)~ fOIl(.t:d Yllrd'& 11feal
nClighoofh..'XJd! Cull f!;03) 570·

7611. S500:".p & S8115·Rem

ScerucHrllsApts
3175lndusttlal
1,2&3BR&
G,,1d HIII,Apt,
14t:~30 Tucker51
Ruroldavi1!Qpmant
~)O~~.S81·U 167

Now Hiring!
Deliver new Bobtail Semis, CDLA orBrequired;

No Piggybacks; noDecked Loads;
arrange your Home Time; Non-Forced Dispatch;

23Pickup Locations,

Call Today! QUaIity
(866)764-1601 t~'

Trinit), Clinic
Quitman, Emory & Lindale
LVN & Medlenl Assistnnt Opportunities

'ledical Assistnnt iFul!-Tllue. Emol'Y)

Medical AssisllUlt cel1ificMiou from lUlaccredited
Medical A~sistflnt Program or .. years experience as a
M.'\ giving injections.

L VN tfull-Tllne. llnd.l. '" Qllirm,n)

ClllUlll TX LVN license and CPR cel1ificatioll,
experience preferred

Consider a career lhal offers all oUlstr.ludiugwork envirOlulleur,
high patienr sMisfocTion, competitive snlaries. excellent holll's and

1I111ch more!

FUN! AUCTION CO. &UNITED COUNTRY AUCTIONS

972~488·9622 •AuctionPinball.com
Au(:tlOtle~I'MlkeJones,1X6/56

300 Casino Slot Machines
Surplus InventoryjustintimeforChristmasU

Bid Live orOnline!
from theNation's Leading Casinos Pinball

Machines including Addams Family
NO MINIMUM - NO RESERVEI

2025 MIDWAY RD., CARROLLTON, TX
(3 BLKS N.OF BELTlINE)

SUNDAY, DEC 15 - 1P.M. - PREVIEW 11 AM
l(tI,Buy«\ l'l',mium,Cash,Credil CardlAcreplPd ,,11,)% fe" NIlA

Everythrngl<lldASIS-WHEREIS, iD

Knlsns,3 lirJttf slnped,2 ~jray,

Ql"W tlillg~l paldl. 4 block.
Need' ljOodhomes£9031 521
J 1fjt~

L(I'5t yellow latkle bmf between
FM2710& L.keHawkins [0(3)

5_70.e2I4,, •

'. ,

. '.

?irA;t~iik
KWAeti'litiel ~ Sal"December 14 J.i pm

"",lu".1 'k,H!thtlll 'I'm
A,,·I, R.""rRkk R'Hari.m &

Burrlh,Viliugllllffil""'"
.Br.:kyCarr·lolkar!i11

V~Y,j;"";I'i Altl:>ilI'1'i. N.riImlll.'):'l';.~cf:

www.discoverleasantontx.com

--



------- ....•.••.•.............•.........._ ------ __-------------------------

Applicant Name: TxDOT
Project: Public Meeting
Highway: US 69/LP 49
PO: C442014003162033

ALTERNATIVE LANGUAGE
PUBUSHER~AFAOAVIT

STATE OF TEXAS §

COUNTY OF Harrison §

Before me, the undersigned notary public, on this day personally appeared

Adolfo Cantua
(name ofperson representing newspaper)

Manager
(title ojperson representing newspaper)

La Opinion
(name ofnewspaper)

generally circulated in .____ Smith .County, Texas and

(same county as proposed public meeting)

IS published primarily in ._.. ~S;....;.PA....:.;N..;.:I=S;...;.H_____ _ language; that the
(alternative language)

enclosed notice will be published in said newspaper on the following date(s):

Shlr1ey A. Winn
NotarY Public

STATE Of TEXAS
Comm. Exp. 11/24/2015

20./.?L, by--++-+-~.-6"60-"--------------.._ .._.-

December 11. 2013 __

Subscribed and sworn to before me thisth~ day otJ>et em" ec '
~./

(Seal)



.Jil - /;..;Ii. UrJ.J.V1UiV

"'os

,MAGEN~ •• ~. .'
Vienede1a ~gi. 1A,:

. - ."- ..

de EstadosUnidos;., .' Pero .mnc40s.. estadllni?ent< Unido$ plita,_ioatra~lados de«: AJ~.inveIt$a> Arizona'" sesquese est~instalandQ., persQna.'~.5tt:afiosotnash
ocnpa et~erce1f.1ug~ ." e~tre. enArizema sonmay()re~d~, perf) nQcest8;ip,cIt1i~a .' entre"
las.ep.tidade$la,dond~ los.. i,)5~ aiio$~'" ,.,>,.' ;'..:., lol!'2()'Pl'iriclpfle~ destinos
'esta~ullidensEis ·s~· tras~a1¥ .•.. g~Q~nix:~c1.tpael ptim~r' '. pa~aI.,el.i1o~asdf.'entre2Q'
darqJ:lie~.2012;~61o· desBu~s' lu~al':ell;tre;>.l~~· .• are~s(· y'30~o$,deeq~qquebu~c~
der;texas y Florida. ' . 'metropolitanas de Estado's inniignlra otr~ ciudad,-.... '

J~~·!!t'~I;I'~,'~~~!tt, .....•....
··'.~'~~#t'T~~~~s~~ilivand.~JJn~;a~~~tric;apubiiba

,.' .•Q;·ert~.l.Cl.· •.~~f!(~ja .•~~ ..'~ ••J:f19~·· .SChg9rd~.tJn~aler
,I-lU~b~.ro. ~~;1 'eo.Ufl(j~I.iJe~~~lq!lJ'~~1
" ;" . . .j' ' . "'f~~aI

d .' .a"de

~':;' .•,/. ·.. ~:/i .. ;.:3 .·,cry ..~~)<;.,,~~!!
(()EIS)~el~stad9 dep,laneacl6rldefprOYeC,tOYsqIlCJtatcoJnlfttW;jOld.n)~UqQ.'

c..••..•.•.......•••..•.... ~•.••..••..•••..•••• : ••..•... ',.,~••i.'; ••;':;.. ';'.i"'t,~.'~~ •. ',"}':'< ••'·"· .•..::<.... '~".'.."'."';;.'i'>" '" .'....•. ,..•...•....... ' •...•....•....... ,.•• .. ,....}'·>f::t;t;~,,;H{N',~(\·;·V':;';~.>;·· .... ·'·" '•..,....
Q,'.la~.5;~~ ..a...I~t;.;E3:~O'~!.rri:~l .:h~r~.una.~udlenci~ .inform~ .•~a,~~.iI. ~blico
ti~rnpo.par;s ta)"eYi~i6.n deJoseSqu.rrias del proyectO-~prf)pu~~.~ parel.hacer
pr~gufl~.;:~JxlJ()T}'~uPC!rso~al.de.t:ons~Jta sobree~ prqy~tP pr:opuesto~ .La
;audiery"j~,fqrmal·con Pfesentsciopesycomentarios pUbliedti dar' fnioio a las
.e~39'~:~ltqs a~~ter1t'_J~nd.r~?la oportu~idaddlhacercomentariOs formar~s
'cg~l' re$p$et~.'af proy~t(l v(amior6fono, l'9porterO,ge lagprje d pores~rito~'

l-a,ac;9ipn,prppu$sta~sta 'orientadaa.proveerallVf() a1a CarreJera 69 existente a
'~r~Y~~~,'~~iuq~·ge,JJndaf•..y~~t!.nd~'~.facili~ad propuesta. (loop 49 oe~te),
(·cI~e ..la'C~,et~lntfflt~ta.I ..20•.•.al·.su~oeste •.deUndaIe•.htiSts.fa ..Carretera ~9 (
'C!I'l'Iprte'd~ ¢ind~e..s~l)re·efcurso d&tresaOos:d.e~junt~s .d~ di~tores;cuatrQ
·'jl.l"t~ RUb'i~~.,qOS~9"SUlt~publicas, •.trE¥l'lYr1t~de.agencjaS pwticipantes,.Y
tres.Jul1t~>~bn duenbs.de..prop.iedad~ .af~ada~,tJna alineaci6n.tecnlcamente
;a.tlrteadCi~ ..?9rtarnpno;.~oport.fue'jdentificaq~ ';»,como (~Iternativa· .. G)~, .Las
alterf1ati\1~ ....qe•...I.a·~cci6n ..• propuesta·.lncl.uy~n.· no't9rnar acci6n.o•..la·constrgccI9n
~':IEt~liOe~~i()n.d~.tEi ..altematiyasO·~ •.•~.'ooo:ynrangO ded~1.0'.·?~4mnlas·de
'longitud~[as' Alternatlv~D' y..G··.seran:ambasubicadss"en nuevas c~rreteras.
q~~;Ron$istiri~ de.unaautopistEidecuatrOc~rrn.~$ conuna secci,onterminal en.
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Applicant Name: TxDOT
Project: Public Meeting

Highway: US69!LP 49
PO: (44201401465000

ALTERNATIVE LANGUAGE
PUBLISHERJS AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF TEXAS §

COUNTY OF Harrison §

Before me} the undersigned notary public) on this day personally appeared

Adolfo Cantua
(name of person representing newspaper)

Manager
(title 01person representing newspaper)

La Opinion
(name 01newspaper)

generally circulated in Smith County, Texas and
(same county as proposed public meeting)

is published primarily in _ SPANISH language; that the
(alternative language)

enclosed notice will be published in said newspaper on the following datets):

December 25. 2013

/~

Notary P lie i \-::ct~~;-:-----
.~h..t.'cj€A4- 7), WI' Nil . ....._.._..
Print or Type N'ameof Notary Public

MyCommission Expires /~ ij.tflNS

,•...,."....---..

Shirley A. 'Mon
No1afY PubUc

SlATE OF TEXAS
My eomm.~ ~1fl4J2015

20J3-, by -----.:~'!---;~~""'---_-__

(new

Subscribed and sworn to before me this the3i) day o;])et. embliC,

(Seal)
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.M;e~coles2S-·~ Diciembre del 2Q13





25/3/2014 Public Hearing - US 69 / Loop 49 Lindale Reliever

https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings/tyler/010914.html 1/1

Public Hearing - US 69 / Loop 49 Lindale Reliever
Home > Ins ide TxDOT > Get Involved > Hearings  & Meetings  > Schedule

Where: Lindale High School
920 East Hubbard
Lindale, TX 75771

When: Thursday, Jan. 9, 2014
Open house at 5:30 p.m.
Hearing presentation at 6:30 p.m.

  

Purpose: The purpose of the hearing i s  to present the draft envi ronmenta l  impact s tatement and the schematic and to sol ici t comments  from
the publ ic.

  

Description: The project i s  a  four-lane divided freeway in a  new location. It i s  intended to provide congestion rel ief to exis ting US 69 through
Lindale and improve regional  mobi l i ty by extending Loop 49 from I-20 southwest of Lindale to US 69 north of Lindale.

  

Downloads:
Schematic Part 1

Schematic Part 2

Draft Envi ronmenta l  Impact Statement (DEIS)

Contact: TxDOT Tyler Dis trict
(903) 510-9113
Emai l

https://www.txdot.gov/
https://www.txdot.gov/
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot.html
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved.html
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about.html
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings.html
http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot-info/tyl/notices/us-69-schematic-1.pdf
http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot-info/tyl/notices/us-69-schematic-2.pdf
http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot-info/tyl/draft-eis.pdf
http://www.txdot.gov/contact-us/form.html?id=tyl-lrr-email


27/3/2014 Lindale Relief Route |  Toll49

http://toll49.org/project/lindale-relief-route 1/2

Segment 1 - 2

Segment 3A

Segment 3B

Lindale Relief Route

Segment 5

East Texas Hourglass

Toll 49 MAP

Toll 49 Rates

Toll 49 Rate Chart

Public Notices

Traffic Notices

Photo Gallery

FAQs

Contact Us

 

Pay Online

Lindale Relief Route

2Like

Project Details

Length: 6.7 miles

Responsible Entity: TxDOT

Project Type: TOLL ROAD

From: I-20

To: US 69 North of Lindale

Initial Section: 2-Lane Undivided

Ultimate Section: 4-Lane Divided

Status: In Environmental Corrdination

Segment 4 Construction:  Environmental Public Hearing is set for January 9, 2014 at the Lindale High School cafeteria beginning at 5:30 PM

 

http://www.facebook.com/pages/NET-RMA/182073615215669
http://twitter.com/
http://toll49.org/rss.xml
http://toll49.org/
http://toll49.org/project/segment/1-2
http://toll49.org/project/segment/3a
http://toll49.org/project/segment/3b
http://toll49.org/project/lindale-relief-route
http://toll49.org/project/segment/5
http://toll49.org/project/hourglass
http://toll49.org/about
http://netrma.org/sites/default/files/notices/REVISED%20NET%20RMA-TollsSystemMap%20with%20rates%20with%20PBM.pdf
http://netrma.org/sites/default/files/files/12089-NTE%20RMA-RateChart-FINAL.pdf
http://toll49.org/public-notices
http://toll49.org/project/segment/3b/traffic-notices
http://toll49.org/project/segment/3b/photo-gallery
http://toll49.org/faqs
http://toll49.org/contact
http://www.txtag.org/
http://www.paynetrmatoll.com/
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Public Hearing Information Sheet  
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE 

From: LP 49 West at IH 20 southwest of Lindale 
To: US 69 north of Lindale 

 Smith County 
Thursday, January 9, 2014 

 

 

Project Hearing Purpose: receive and 
consider public comments.  
 
Project goals: transportation safety, 
linkage, and capacity. 
 
Alternative G identified as the Technically 
Preferred Alternative due to minimal 
impacts to the natural environment and 
fewer economic and social impacts.  
 
Project Design: similar to IH 20, a 
controlled access facility. 
 
Project Cost: engineering and 
construction cost estimated at $82.3 
Million for Alternate G.  
 
Project Funding and Development: 
anticipate the NETRMA to develop the 
project as a toll road using toll revenue 
bonds. 
 
Project Development Schedule: 
Jan. 20, 2014 – Comment Period closes 
Spring 2014 – Develop Draft FEIS 
Summer 2014 – TxDOT Draft FEIS review 
Fall 2014 – FHWA Draft FEIS review 
Winter 2014/15 – FHWA Record of Decision 
(ROD) 
Spring 2015 or later – ROW acquisition 
Fall 2015 or later - Construction 
 
 

 
 
Reasonable Alternatives Considered 

in Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS): 

No Build, Alternative D, and  
Alternative G 



 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Public Hearing Comment Form  
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE 

 
From: LP 49 West at IH 20 southwest of Lindale 

To: US 69 north of Lindale 
 Smith County 

Thursday, January 9, 2014 
 

This form is provided to receive your comments regarding the proposed project.  Please use the space provided 
below attaching additional pages  as necessary.  Either deposit the form in the comment box tonight or mail it to the 
address provided.  You may also email comments to the address provided below.  Comments must be received or 
postmarked by January 20, 2014. 
 
(PLEASE PRINT)  
 
NAME:  _________________________________________________________________________  
  
ADDRESS:  ______________________________________________________________________  
  
I am primarily interested in the project from the standpoint of a: 
❑  Residential Property Owner or Renter   ❑  Business Property Owner or Renter 

❑  Roadway User      ❑  Other________________________ 
 
(Texas Transportation Code, §201.811(a)(5)): check each of the following boxes that apply to you:  
❑  I am employed by TxDOT  

❑  I do business with TxDOT  

❑  I could benefit monetarily from the project or other item about which I am commenting 
COMMENTS:  ___________________________________________________________________  
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 ________________________________________________________________________________  
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
Submit your comments by January 20, 2014 to: 
 
Mr. Vernon Webb, P.E. 
Director of Transportation Planning & Development 
Texas Department of Transportation 
2709 West Front Street 
Tyler, TX  75702 
Or email to TYL_LindaleRelieverRoute@txdot.gov 
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PUBLI C HEARI NG

US 691LP 49 NO RT H LI NDAL E R ELIEVEI{ RO UT E

From: LP 49 w est at III 20 so uthwest of Lindale
To: US 69 north of Linda le

SIGN-IN S HEET (P UBLI C
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PUBLI C HEARI NG

US 69/L P 49 NORTH LI ND A L E RELI EV ER RO UT E

From: LP 49 w est at II' 20 so uthwest of Lindale
To: US 69 north of Lindale
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PUBLI C HEARI NG

US 691LI' 49 NORTH LINDA LE RELI EV ER ROUTE

Frnm: LP 49 west a t III 20 southwest of Lindale
To: US 69 north of Lindale

Print Name
SIGN-IN SHEET (PUBLI C)
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US 69/L1' 49 NO RT H LINDA LE R ELI EVEI{ IW UT E

From: LP 49 w est a t III 20 southwest of Linda le
To: US 69 north of Lindale
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US 69/LP 49 NO RTH LI NDA LE R ELI EVER RO UT E

Fro m: LP 49 West at IH 20 southwest of Linda le
To: US 69 north of Lind ale
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PUBLIC HEARI NG

US 69/LP 49 NO RT II LI NDAL E RE LI EV ER RO UT E

From: LP 49 West at III 20 southwest of Linda le
To: US 69 north of Lindale

Oruanizat ion
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PUBLIC HEARI NG

US 69/L I' 49 NO RTII LI NDALE RELI EVER ROUT E

Fro m: LP 49 Wesl at III 20 southwest or Linda le
To : US 69 north or Linda le
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PUBLI C HEARI NG

US 69/ L1' 49 NO HTII LINDALE HELl EVER RO UT E

Fro m: LP 49 west at m 20 sout hwest of Lindale
To: US 69 north of Linda le
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PUBLI C HEARI NG

US 69/ L1' 49 NO RTII LI ND A LE RELI EVER RO UT E

From: LP 49 West at III 20 southwest of Lind ale
To : US 69 north of Linda le
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PUBLI C HEARI NG

u s 69/Lr 49 NO RT H LI NDALE RELI EVER ROUTE

From: Ll' 49 Wesl a t III 20 so ut hwest of Lindnle
To : US 69 nort h of Lin dale
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PUBLI C HEARI NG

US 69/LP 49 NORTII LI NDALE RELI EVER IW UT E

Fro m: LP 49 West at III 20 southwest of Linda le
To : US 69 north of Lindale
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PUBLI C HEARI NG

US 69/ LP 49 NO RTH LI ND A LE R ELI EVER RO UTE

From: LP 49 West at III 20 sout hwest of Lindale
To : US 69 north IIf Linda le
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US 69/ L P 49 NO RTH LI I\'DAL E RE LI EVER RO UT E

From: LP 49 West at III 20 southwest of Linda le
To: US 69 north of Linda le
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Print Name Representing Contact Information
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US 69/LP 49 NO RT H LINnA t E R ELI EVER ({O UT E

From: LP 49 West at 11\ 20 southwest of Linda le
To: US 69 north IIf Lind ale
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PUBLI C HEARI NG
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Public Hearing  

PUBLIC HEARING 

 
LINDALE 
RELIEVER ROUTE 



Public Hearing  

Purpose 

Receive and consider comments from the 

public regarding the US 69/Loop 49 North 

Lindale Reliever Route Project 

–Hearing Notices published locally for tonight’s 

Hearing 

–Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

available for public review beginning on              

November 20, 2013. 

 

2 



Public Hearing  

TxDOT - RMA 

TxDOT initiated planning for this project before 

the NET RMA was chartered. 

Feb 2012 the Texas Transportation Commission 

authorized transfer of LP 49 to the NET RMA. 

TxDOT is completing it’s planning work, then 

turning the project over to the NET RMA. 

NET RMA has proposed a variety of finance 

mechanisms including Toll Revenue Bonds. 
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Public Hearing  

Procedure 

Review and Consider All Public Comments 

 Incorporate All Public Comments into the 

Project Record 

Develop the Final Environmental Impact 

Statement (FEIS) for Review and Approval by 

FHWA 
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Public Hearing  

Procedure 

Project Presentation 

15 Minute Break 

Public Comment Period 

Court Reporter used to develop tonight’s 

verbatim transcript 

Adjourn 

Hearing Comment Period closes January 20, 

2014 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

6 

Project Limits: IH 20 

to US 69 North of 

Lindale 

Goals 

–Safety 

–Linkage 

–Capacity 

 



Public Hearing  

Presentation 

Technically Preferred Alternate G Identified After 

Much Public Involvement 

Alternates Considered in the DEIS 

–No-Build 

–Alternate D 

–Alternate G 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

Ultimate 4-Lane Freeway 

450’ usual ROW 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

No Continuous Access Roads  

Alternative G Technically Preferred 

4- lane section : $82.3 Million Project 
Engineering and Construction Cost with 
Contingencies 

–$63.0 million construction 

NET RMA has proposed a variety of funding 
mechanisms including toll revenue bonds. 

 Interim 2-Lane section likely to be built initially 

–$46.0 million construction 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

prepared 

– Analyze Impacts to the Natural Environment and the Human 

Environment  

• Land Use  

• Air Quality 

• Noise 

• Water Quality 

• Ecological Resources 

• Floodplains 

• Cultural Resources 

• Socio-Economic 

• Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

 No-Build and 

  7 Corridors 

Studied 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

 Reasonable 

Alternatives 

– No-Build 

– Alt. D 

– Alt. G 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

 Reasonable 

Alternative D 

– 7.0 miles 

– 423.15 Acres of 

ROW 

– $83.6 Million 

Engineering and 

Construction Cost 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

 Reasonable 

Alternative G 

– 7.4 miles 

– 427.5 Acres of 

ROW 

– $82.3 Million 

Engineering 

and 

Construction 

Cost 

14 



Public Hearing  

Presentation 

 No-Build 

Alternative 
– No construction 

cost; $63 million 

– No construction 

direct, indirect, 

and induced 

income; $113 

million 

– No Mobility or 

Access 

Improvements 

– No Relief Route 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

 Technically 

Preferred  

Alternative G 

– Minimizes 

impacts to  

environment 

– Fewer 

Economic 

and Social 

Impacts 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

 Public Involvement Opportunities 

– 2 Initial Public Meetings 

– Notices of Intent to prepare EIS 

– 2 Public Scoping Meetings 

– 2 Additional Public Meetings 

– 3 Participating Agency Meetings 

– 30+ meetings with property owners 

– Tonight’s Public Hearing 

 Public Involvement Comments  

– Incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) 

– Supports  FHWA issuing a Record of Decision (ROD), 
approving the project 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

 ROW Acquisition 

– NET RMA Lead 

– Will Follow State and Federal Rules and Regulations 

 ROW Procedures 

– Surveys performed and ROW Map and Deeds developed 

– Property Owners notified 

– Appraisals made with appropriate Property Owner interaction 

– Offers, Settlements, and Closings made 

– Eminent Domain Proceedings as needed 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

• Relocation Assistance Available after initial written 

offer is made 

–For Residential Displacement 

–For Business Displacement 

 Representatives here tonight to discuss ROW 

Acquisition and Relocation Assistance with affected 

property owners 
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Public Hearing  

Presentation 

20 

Activity Expected Occurance  

Public Hearing  January 9, 2014 

Public Hearing Comment Period Closes January 20, 2014  

Public Hearing Summary and Analysis and Draft 
FEIS Developed  

 

Spring 2014 
 

TxDOT Draft FEIS Review and Approval 
Summer 2014 

 

FHWA Draft FEIS Review 
Fall 2014 

 

Record of Decision (ROD) by FHWA 
 

Winter 2014 
 

Permits, Licenses, or other Approvals  
After ROD and Prior to Construction 

  

ROW Acquisition by NET RMA 
Spring 2015 

  

Construction by NET RMA 
Fall 2015 

  



Public Hearing  

Comments 

 Opportunities for Public Comment 

– Speaking tonight 

• In front of the Court Reporter  

• In front of everyone here (please sign up to speak with TxDOT staff) 

– Submitting written comments 

• Comment forms returned to our box tonight 

• Comment forms returned via postal mail 

• Electronically via email 

 Comments accepted until close of business (COB) on 

January 20, 2014 
 

(15 Minute Break) 
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Public Hearing  

Comments 

 

 Please State 

your name 

 

 Please limit 

your time to  

3 Minutes 

 

22 
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P R O C E E D I N G S 

                          (January 9, 2014.) 

MR. HOPMANN:  Okay.  We would like to

call this public hearing to order.

Good evening.  My name is Randy Hopmann.

I'm with the Texas Department of Transportation.  I

serve this community as the Tyler District Engineer.

It's my pleasure to be here tonight with you, and I want

to thank you tonight for coming out and sharing a little

bit of your time this evening and talk about a very,

very important transportation project in East Texas.  

I'll also be serving as the hearing

officer tonight, so you will see me up here quite a bit,

and we'll also have some folks from TxDOT come up and

make some presentations, and then we'll get to the part

of the public hearing where we'll be taking comments

from citizens, so that's the part you're all looking

forward to.

I would like to start by welcoming each

of you and thank you for coming out with us this

afternoon and joining us for a project that's of

interest of your community here in Lindale and Hideaway.

Like I said earlier, it's all of East Texas, all of

Smith County benefits from this project.

We have an official program that we'll go

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



     4

through tonight, and I want to start by introducing the

people who have official responsibilities here with us

this evening, and once we adjourn in a little bit,

please feel free to visit with these staff that I'm

going to be introducing to you and other TxDOT staff

that are here tonight.

I want to start first Vernon Webb.

Vernon, would you stand up?

Vernon is our Director of Transportation

Planning and Development for the Tyler District of

TxDOT.  So it's part of his responsibility is doing big

projects like this as well as smaller projects as well

so it falls under his area of responsibility.  

We also have Dale Booth.

Dale is our Advanced Project Development

Engineer.  He has spent the bigger part his career

working on Loop 49, Toll 49 here in Smith County as well

as the other major roadways in our eight counties of the

Tyler District.  

We also have Mike Lightfoot.  

Mike, if you'll stand.  

Mike is with our Right-Of-Way Division

with TxDOT.  The division is actually in Austin but he

does reside in East Texas, and we're happy to have him

come down and make some comments about right-of-way
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acquisition here in a little bit.

I want to introduce, also, Glenn Green is

my Deputy District Engineer.  He won't be making any

comments tonight officially.  He's here in support of

the project and available to assist you and answer

whatever questions you may have. 

If you'll turn around and look quickly

behind you, there's a lot people standing in the back,

and most of those are TxDOT employees that are here to

support you tonight, so, again, when we take a break

here a little bit if you questions, even after the

public hearing if you have questions, these are the

professionals that are here to answer those questions

and give you some guidance as we move this project

forward.

We do have some elected officials here

with us this evening, and I want to introduce those that

I have here, and these are in no particular order.  So

don't be offended, but as they came in this evening,

they signed a list.  So I want to recognize those

elected officials that took the time to come out and be

with us this evening.

I want to first recognize Mayor Spaeth

from the City of Hideaway.  Thank you for being here.

Bob Tardiff is a councilman with Lindale.
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Thank you, Bob, for being here.  

We have Mayor Robert Nelson, the Mayor of

Lindale.  Thank you, Mayor.

We also have Commissioner Terry Phillips from

Smith County.  Thank you, Commissioner. 

County Judge Joel Baker is with us standing up

in the back.  Thank you, Judge, appreciate you being

here.

Jeff Daughtery, Mayor Pro-Tem, City of

Lindale.  Thank you for being here.  

Brian Summerville, also from the City of it

Lindale as well as Clyde Harper, City of Lindale.  

Thank you-all for being here, and I can't let

this opportunity go by without not recognizing some

former Mayors of Lindale that have been very important

in the development of transportation infrastructure in

Smith County.

We would like to start with former Mayor Bobby

McClenny.  Where are you, Bobby?  There you are.  Thank

you for being here.  

Bobby and I have worked on this project a

long, long time.  This is a night we've been looking

forward to for years.  Bobby, thank you for coming out

and being here.

We also have former Mayor Jim Mallory.  Thank
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you, Mayor.  We appreciate the time for being out here

with us as well.

At TxDOT, safety is our top priority.  So I

feel compelled to talk a little bit about safety.  We're

in a facility, and I want to go over some safety

guidance before we really get started with the public

hearing.

Nice facility.  Really appreciate Lindale

I.S.D. to allow us to use this facility tonight.  It

works great for this purpose, and we're really pleased

to be here.

There are some fire extinguishers located

along this wall over here.  Just in case there's a fire

somewhere.  There's also smoke detectors and smoke

alarms.  The front doors, if we need to evacuate the

building, are just as you came in out to the right

through the foyer and out to the right again and through

the parking lot.  If for some reason we cannot go that

direction, we can go out to the left here as well.  

If anybody is having a medical emergency, we

can call 9-1-1.  TxDOT employees are trained in first

aid, so if it's something minor then we can take care of

it right here, but we can always call 9-1-1 services and

I'm sure they will be with us very quickly.

So with that, I would like to get started.
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PARTICIPANT:  I'm a registered nurse.

MR. HOPMANN:  You're a registered nurse?

How lucky are we to have you here this evening.  Thank

you for that.

This hearing has been convened by the

Texas Department of Transportation being held to receive

and consider comments from the public regarding the U.S.

69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route project.  That

is a mouthful.

Notices for this hearing were published

on the TxDOT website and appeared in the Lindale News &

Times, Tyler Morning Telegraph, and La Opinion

newspapers.

The draft environmental impact statement

or otherwise called (DEIS) for short, was available for

public review beginning on November 20th of 2013.

As we talk tonight about the development

of this project, we need to describe the relationship

that exists between TxDOT and the Northeast Texas

Regional Mobility Authority, commonly referred to as the

NET RMA or just simply RMA.  Since the Northeast Texas

Regional Mobility Authority's creation in 2004, they

have participated in project development of several

segments of Loop 49 toll road and are considered an

important partner in developing our transportation
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infrastructure in East Texas.  

In February of 2013, the Texas

Transportation Commission authorized the transfer of

Loop 49 system to the NET RMA.  The NET RMA refers to

this regional system as a toll road, Toll 49.

Tonight you may hear us use the terms

"Loop 49" and "Toll 49" interchangeably.  They are the

same road.  The environmental work for this particular

project began well before the creation of the NET RMA

and Loop 49 becoming a toll road.  As a result, the

environmental documents for this project continue to

reference Loop 49, but rest assured it is Toll 49.

When TxDOT completes the environmental

and public involvement process, we will turn over the

project schematic and environmental impact statement to

the Northeast Texas Regional Mobility Authority for

further project development including right-of-way

acquisition, construction plan development, and

construction management services.

To finance these activities, the

Northeast Texas Regional Mobility Authority has proposed

a variety of innovative financing mechanisms.  So they

have a number of different financing mechanisms that are

available to them that they will be incorporating as

this project moves forward to the construction phase.
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As many of you are aware, Smith County

has held several public hearings discussing the prospect

of a transportation reinvestment zone otherwise known as

a TRZ to help finance future development of various

phases of the Toll 49 system and county road

infrastructure.  

Tonight's hearing is not intended to

discuss this transportation reinvestment zone proposal,

and Smith County is in the best position to answer

questions regarding the TRZ and other forums after

tonight's hearing.

Tonight's hearing is intended to focus on

the physical impact of the project on the natural

environment as well as the benefits and impacts on the

local community.  The staff here tonight are equipped to

discuss the project's preliminary engineering,

right-of-way needs and environment impacts.

Following the public hearing, TxDOT will

review your comments and consider them in development of

the final environmental document.  These comments will

become part of the public record and will be included in

the report on the public hearing.

Now, I'll briefly cover the process and

procedures that we'll follow tonight.  These rules help

ensure that everyone has a chance to be heard.  The
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procedures for this public hearing are also part of a

formal and environmental process, so comments from this

hearing and comments received during the public comment

period will be included in the final report of this

project.

Tonight we will first hear a presentation

about the U.S. 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route

project, then we will hear from those of you who have

signed up to speak.  Because of the nature of public

hearings, we are constrained in responding to comments

or questions during this comment opportunity.  We

appreciate your understanding of this.  While the open

house, completed moments ago, offers a question and

answer format, the hearing is a more formal legal

proceeding, and it is your opportunity to have input

into the official public record.  While we won't be

responding to questions during the hearing phase, TxDOT

and consultant staff will be available again after the

hearing to answer any remaining questions.

So that we can ensure everyone has a

chance to speak and be respectful of your time here

tonight, we are limiting comments to three minutes.

Before you begin, I will ask you to state your name and

the organization you represent, if any.  If you would

like to sign up to speak but haven't done so yet, please
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register at the speaker registration table at the back

of the room.

We also have a court reporter here

tonight.  He will be making a verbatim transcript of the

hearing located to my right.  The transcript will be

included in the public hearing report, which will be

posted on the TxDOT website.  If you prefer to share

your comments with the court reporter directly, please

feel free to do so after we adjourn the hearing.  You

can also provide written comments and leave them in the

comment box tonight, or mail them back to the address on

your meeting packet.

You can also send electronic comments on

the website listed in your packet.  Comments will be

accepted up until close of business on January 20th,

2014.

Now we're ready to start the project

presentation.  We'll start with Vernon Webb, director of

Transportation Planning & Development, followed by Dale

Booth, Tyler District Planning Engineer, and then Mike

Lightfoot of TxDOT's Right-of-Way Division.  

Vernon, why don't you come on up.

While he's coming up, I've neglected to

introduce John Goodwin with Lochner.  Where's John?

Over there.  I'm sorry, John, I should have introduced
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you earlier when I was introducing everybody else.  

And, also, Ms. Kuntz from Hicks &

Company.  Where are you?  There you are.  Tom Van Zandt

with Hicks & Company.  So they're consultants that we

have hired at TxDOT to work on this project for us.  

With that, I'll turn it over to Vernon.

MR. WEBB:  Thank you, Randy.  

I appreciate all you being out here

tonight.  This process doesn't work without input from

you and without the public showing up.  We've got a

great turn out, and I appreciate that.

I'm going to go over a little bit of the

technical side of the project, then I'll turn things

over to Mr. Booth.

The U.S. 69/Loop 49 North Lindale

Reliever Route project limits are from Loop 49 west at

IH 20 southwest of Lindale to U.S. 69 north of Lindale.

The proposed project would address safety, system

connectivity, and mobility.

The purpose of the project would be to

address the stated needs by improving safety, increasing

regional mobility and providing capacity to meet future

traffic demands and volumes along existing U.S. 69

roadway.  The Lindale Reliever Route is part of the Loop

49 regional transportation network around the City of
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Tyler.

The existing U.S. 69 facility meets

current roadway standards; however, the facility is

considered deficient with respect to operating its low

operating speeds and limiting capacity and safety

concerns associated with mixing high speed through

traffic with local low speed traffic and turning

traffic, and I think many of you are familiar with this

area.  I think you would agree with that.

Construction of the Lindale Reliever

Route would address these safety issues by providing an

alternate, higher speed control accessed route for use

by through traffic thereby reducing future congestion on

U.S. 69 through Lindale.  

Over the course of four public meetings

and one property owner participating agency meeting, a

technically preferred alignment was identified as

Alternative G.  Alternative G is shown in detail on the

schematics presented tonight.

If you have questions on any of those,

again, as Randy said, please feel free to catch one of

us before we go.  We want to make sure we address any

questions you may have while you're here tonight.

Alternatives to the proposed actions

include taking no action or building on alternative
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alignments D or G, which range in length from 7 to 7.4

miles, respectively.  Alternatives D and G would both be

new location roadways consisting of an ultimate

four-lane divided rural freeway section in a usual

450-foot right-of-way width.

The project would most likely be built in

phases, with the first phase consisting of a two-lane

section very similar from what we constructed from 110

between Tyler and Whitehouse and around Interstate 20.

Neither the interim nor ultimate design

provides for continuous access roads.  Alternative G was

identified as the technically preferred alternative

primarily due to fewer impacts of the human environment.

We understand this process is intended to

minimize the impact.  We understand that, obviously,

some people will be impacted.  Our goal is to minimize

those as much as possible.  The proposed project

estimated cost is approximately $82.3 million with a

construction cost of $63 million.  The NET RMA has

proposed to fund the project with a variety of funding

mechanisms including toll revenue bonds.  Under this

plan, the NET RMA would construct the Lindale Reliever

Route as the next expansion of the toll system.

I want to now introduce Mr. Dale Booth.

He is our Tyler District Advanced Project Development
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engineer.  He's going to talk to you about the planning

process that has led us to tonight.

Thank you.

MR. BOOTH:  Thanks, Vernon.

I'm going to go through some material

here and talk to you a little bit about the planning

process that we go through, all the work that went into

getting to the project to this point tonight for public

hearing.

All of this is a result of the National

Environmental Policy Act, the schematics that we

developed and the environmental impact statement.  In

keeping with the National Environmental Policy Act,

we've prepared this DEIS for the U.S. 69/Loop 49 Lindale

Reliever Route project.  The purpose of the document is

to analyze the impact for the natural and the human

environments.  The impacts considered, as you see on the

screen here, the impacts considered include land use

impacts, air quality, noise, water quality, ecological

resources, floodplains, cultural resources,

socio-economic, and indirect and cumulative impacts.

These various impacts that I've described, they're

described in detail, how the project affects those

resources are described in detail in the environmental

impact statements that are available here tonight.
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Various, alternatives, including the

"no-build" alternative, as Vernon mentioned, were

considered during project planning.  The evaluation of

the alternatives began with the feasibility study that

concluded that TxDOT should further analyze five

potential corridors identified west of 69, west of

Lindale.

After the feasibility study was completed

the project entered the DEIS scoping phase and screening

of preliminary corridors.  During that scoping phase and

building upon feasibility studies, seven corridors A

through G were evaluated in a corridor study report.

Each corridor study had a width of a thousand feet, and

environmental objectives included preservation, to the

maximum extent possible, of the quality of the natural

environment; the avoidance or minimization of conflict

with existing and planned land uses; especially

neighborhoods, schools, and other public facilities.

Compliance with applicable state and federal laws and

regulations, and consistency with the plans and policies

of the area cities and community organizations.

Of the seven corridors evaluated, only

corridors D and G appear to be reasonable with moderate

project length, right-of-way cost, and project

construction cost when compared with the other
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preliminary corridors.  Corridors E and F, which were

far west, contained fatal flaws associated with

hazardous materials in the old Lindale landfill.

Corridors D and G had lower numbers of potential

residential impacts than corridors A through C -- A

through C were very near the Lindale area, close to

69 -- and appeared to strike a reasonable balance.  D

and G appear to strike a reasonable balance between

cost, engineering, safety, social, and natural

environmental impacts.  

As the middle corridors, D and G, as you

can see on our larger maps here and on the screen, D and

G maximize the buffer distance between Lindale to the

east and Hideaway to the west -- basically trying to

split difference and have as little impact on those

communities as we can -- thus optimizing the objective

of consistency with community goals and development

trends.  These corridors do not appear to have any fatal

flaws or apparent substantial adverse impact when

compared to other corridor alternatives.  Based upon

this and input from participating agencies and the

public, corridors D and G were incorporated into the

final coordination plan as reasonable alternatives for

further study in the DEIS, the draft environmental

impact statement, including the no-build alternative,
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that was also included, that was also considered.

To describe the two alternatives, I'll

start with D.  

Corridor D, moving from south to north,

begins at the intersection of Loop 49 south and west of

Lindale at I-20 at the intersection I-20 and extends

north crossing FM 849 and immediately west of that

intersection of 849 and County Road 472.  It continues

north and crosses FM 16 near County Road 476, then

continues north and northwest crossing County Road 431

and then makes a brief jog to the northwest and then

begins moving back northeast crossing County Road 4118

and then connecting to U.S. 69 at a point approximately

.26 miles north of County Road 4117, which is right

there.  That's the southern route.  D is the southern

one of the two primary alternatives.  At the length of

Alternative D is approximately 7 miles.  It would

require 423 acres of right-of-way, and the design and

construction costs, $83.6 million dollars.

Moving to Alternative G, which is the one

that I've been representing on the schematics that

you've been looking at tonight.  It's a more northerly

route on the large board that we have to the left, and

as you see on the screen.  

Alternative G shares the same southern
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terminus as Alternative D.  They're basically the same

alignments from I-20 north up to FM 16, and at that

point, they diverge and FM 16 -- Alternative G pulls off

to the west and then goes -- continues north and

northwest and then before crossing County Road 431

begins back to the northeast and then intersects at a

point of about .87 miles northwest of the intersection

of 431 and 4118, and then as you get back towards 69,

it's approximately .5 miles north of intersection 69 and

4118 right there.

The length of Alternative G is

approximately 7.4 miles and requires 427 acres of

right-of-way and the engineering and construction cost,

$82.3 million.

As I mentioned, we did consider the

no-build alternative.  I'm going to talk about that a

little bit in comparison to alternatives D and G.  The

no-build alternative would leave the current

transportation network to handle future demand with no

change.  Since this alternative involves no construction

activities, the direct environmental impacts associated

with the build alternative would not occur.  All of

those impacts described in the environmental impact

statement would not happen.

An economic effect of the no-build
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alternative would be a savings of approximately $63

million.  That would be just the construction cost.  On

the other hand, the local, regional, and state economies

would not benefit from that construction expenditure and

would not realize an estimated $112 million in direct,

indirect, and induced income from project construction.  

The no-build alternative would not

provide mobility and access for improvements for the

regions, particularly for those residents living or

working in the vicinity of the proposed facility.  It

would not provide a relief route to Lindale, which has

been requested by the traveling public and local

planning authorities.  The no-build alternative would

not alleviate traffic increases on the existing

transportation network, especially U.S. 69 and other

arterials and county roads.  

The no-build alternative also implies

that when traffic congestion and mobility requirements

are eventually addressed through future upgrades or to

U.S. 69 or the eventual building of a reliever route,

they would be accomplished at a much higher cost and

greater disruption to business and residential

development that is likely to occur in project area

today.

The deteriorating level of service
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predicted by the feasibility study would create an

increased potential for traffic delays, hazards, and

accidents and possible decrease in the quality of life

in the city of Lindale.  The no-build alternative is not

consistent with local transportation plans or the

current metropolitan transportation plan.  

So the point of all of that that we've

been talking about the last few minutes is Alternative

G.  That's the one that we're proposing.  That's what's

shown on these detailed schematics behind me.  That's

what's shown in the detailed schematics up on the

landing.  Of the two reasonable alternatives considered,

it's the more northerly route when it makes the

connection back to U.S. 69.  

So based on the comparisons of the

positive and negative aspects of the reasonable

alternatives, Alternative G presents the optimal value

for serving the local community and improving the

regional transportation system as reflected in the

schematic we've presented here tonight.  Overall, this

alternative minimizes impacts to the natural and human

environment and should result in fewer economic and

social impacts than the other alternatives considered.

I want to talk a little bit about the

public involvement that we've gone through today.
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Tonight is certainly not the first meeting that we've

had on this.  We've received lots of feedback from both

the communities that are near the project and the public

at large.  I'm going to basically give an outline of

what we've been through today in terms of public

involvement.  

Following two official project meetings,

we sent out notices of intent to prepare for the

preparation of the environmental impact statement.

After that, two public scoping meetings were held and

then two additional public project meetings and three

participating agency meetings were held.  Input from

these public meetings have been incorporated into the

project to guide the project to this point tonight,

which is the public hearing.  The results of the public

input from this public hearing will be incorporated into

the final environmental impact statement, as Randy had

mentioned earlier.  Once the final environmental impact

statement is approved by the Federal Highway

Administration, FHWA will issue what's known as a record

of decision, and that marks the point where the final

environmental approval is received.  And at that point

the project is approved for detailed construction

design, right-of-way acquisition, and eventually

construction.
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Speaking of right-of-way acquisition, I'm

going to turn this program over to Mike Lightfoot from

our Right-of-Way Division.  He's going to talk to you a

little bit about the process that occurs when

rights-of-way for highways are purchased.

Mike.

MR. LIGHTFOOT:  Under the current project

development plan, the Northeast Texas Regional Mobility

Authority, the NET RMA, will be responsible for

acquiring the necessary right-of-way for this project.

The right-of-way acquisition will follow all state and

federal rules and regulations for right-of-way

acquisition.  Once an approved right of way map is

produced, state-certified appraisers will be hired to

appraise individual property parcels.  During the

appraisal process, each landowner will be mailed an

information letter identifying the appraiser.

Also, a copy of the landowners' bill of

rights will be sent by certified mail to all affected

property owners.  The appraiser will contact the

landowner to set up an appointment to inspect the

property.  It is highly recommended that the landowners

meet with the appraiser when they come out.  This will

allow the landowner to point out any improvements, such

as sprinkler systems, septic systems, and any other
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property improvements, especially the underground

improvements that they can't see.  The landowner can

also provide the appraiser information regarding tenants

or easement holders.

Once the appraisal is completed, the NET

RMA representative will make an appointment to meet with

the landowner and present a copy of the appraisal and a

written offer for the property.  If the landowner

rejects the offer, condemnation proceedings would be

initiated to acquire the right-of-way.

If are you displaced or have personal

property that is displaced by the project, you will be

notified of your eligibility for relocation assistance.

Relocation eligibility begins upon delivery of the

initial written offer to purchase right-of-way.  No

person lawfully occupying real property will be required

to move from their home, farm, or business without at

least 90 day's written notice.

We do have representatives from TxDOT's

right-of-way office here.  If y'all don't mind, would

you raise your hands, so everybody would know who to

look for, for the right-of-way.  Thank y'all.  

We're going to be here after the hearing

to answer any questions related to right-of-way

acquisition or relocation programs.
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At this time, I'll turn this back over to

Mr. Hopmann.

MR. HOPMANN:  Thanks, Mike.

We're on the home stretch now.  I hope

that was informative hearing the presentation this

evening.  A few notes about the project development

schedule.  Once the final environmental impact statement

is approved and the Federal Highway Administration

issues the record of decision that Dale mentioned, the

project will receive final environmental approval to

move to the next stages of project development, which

are right-of-way acquisition and construction which will

be performed, again, by the Northeast Texas Regional

Mobility Authority.  

If there are no issues with the final

environmental impact statement, the record of decision

could be issued in the Winter of 2014.  So about a year

from now or maybe a little shorter than that.

Right-of-way acquisition could begin in the Spring of

2015, and the start of construction could occur in the

Fall of 2015.

It's almost time for your opportunity to

be heard.  You have several options to submit your

comments on this project, by speaking here today,

tonight with us, registering your comments with the
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court reporter to my right, or submitting written

comments in the box tonight.  We have several boxes for

comments.  You can drop them in.  Or you can mail or

electronically submit your comments, but we must receive

all of the comments by close of business on January

20th, 2014.

Please remember that your responses will

be included in the final project report once the comment

period is over, and again, that final project report

will be available for your review.

At this time, let's take a short break,

about 15 minutes, and I'll call you back to the chairs,

and I want to give you an opportunity after you have

heard the presentation to go back and look at these

drawings one more time to see if you have any other

questions or comments that you would like to make.  So

at this time let's take that short break, and we'll

reconvene in about 15 minutes.

Thank you.

(15-minute break.) 

MR. HOPMANN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  

We did have one other elected official

join us.  Justice of the Peace, James Cowart.  There you

are.  Thank you for being here.

All right.  Let's call the hearing back
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to order, and I've got a list of speakers here that have

signed up to speak.  I want to remind everybody as you

come up, state your name.  If you represent an

organization, just state that.  If you just represent

yourself, that's fine.  And limit your comments to about

three minutes so that we can be respectful of everybody

else that's here that would like to make some comments.

The first speaker that I have signed up

is Mr. John Etheridge.  Mr. Etheridge, are you here?  I

know I was just talking to him a few minutes ago at the

break.

Okay.  And the next speaker I have signed

up -- and I'm sorry.  I'm going to mess this up.  I have

Kevin.  Last name starts with an F.  

MR. FRUTIGER:  Frutiger.  

I think I have enough answers right now.

MR. HOPMANN:  Are you sure?  

MR. FRUTIGER:  Yes, I believe so.

MR. HOPMANN:  Thank you, sir.

Mr. Beggs, Howard Beggs.  Would you like

to come on up front?

MR. BEGGS:  My name is Howard Beggs.  I

own a 155-acre tract that the road will take about 35

acres of, and what I've been trying to get done for the

last or eight or ten years is for the planners of this
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project to make a final specification on where the road

is actually going.  They make the drawings here, and

they say it's probably going to be here and there, but

we cannot guarantee that that is the final right-of-way.

So all of us that are along this route,

who are planning to develop our property, cannot do

anything, because you can't get financing if you cannot

say for sure this is where the road is going to go.  So

for years and years, we have been just held in limbo,

because there's no way that you can develop something if

you don't know whether it's going to be taken as a

highway or not.  So that's my main concern.

MR. HOPMANN:  Thank you very much.

The next speaker I have looks like Robert

Rosen.  Come on forward.

MR. ROSEN:  I managed to say a little

something at all of these meetings.  You know I thought

I was more directly impacted on finding out tonight,

like Mr. Beggs, a little bit more, not so directly, but

you know, I know a lot people that this is affecting

right here in this room, losing their homes and stuff.

Like I said before, I would hope that they would take

into more consideration than, you know, this is

something that they've had their whole life, and they've

worked hard for whether it's been their whole life or
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not, had this property.  It means something to them.

And, you know, they would take into consideration that

these people are losing just more than something worth

5,000 an acre.  You know, they could, you know, add

something to the value of their loss, but on top of

that, nothing has ever been said about -- directly about

anything really, but directly about how the people's

businesses are affected, what percentage of their

business would be lost.  And, you know, how the personal

lives are affected in that respect, but my property had

a bed and breakfast on it at one time.  Several years

ago, we elected when we were told that it was going to

be completed by 2012, this section.  We never heard why

it didn't, you know, and here it's 2014 and they stopped

at I-20 and nobody knows how or why.  Maybe I didn't ask

the right people or enough questions.  

But, you know, I think we have the right

to ask questions, personal questions, that, you know,

are important to us, like the community of Lindale.  How

much is it going to increase, you know, the value of the

citizens of this town, or are they even going to be

involved in the process where they will be hired to do

projects, you know, the local contractors and what have

you on the peripheral or fringe elements of this

project.  You know, the company RMA, you know.  
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I know a guy that's worked on the first

part of the Loop, and he rented from me.  And he said

their company wasn't selected to do the project, but --

and I've been up and down the Loop and many times, and

it works great for me.  I can get from here to South

Tyler really quick, and I like that.  I see things along

there that aren't done and is supposed to be finished

and looks incomplete.  I want to make sure on my

property, am I going to be able to get in and out of my

driveway.  I mean, the road work has been going on up

and down on 16 by this company.  The yoke of my driveway

is totally destroyed.  You know, where we put our

trashcans, you can't even put them up there anymore,

because it's so eroded.  I want to make sure that

they -- extend the yokes of these drives with some

cement or something.  Fix them back better than they

were.  If they had asphalt or whatever, do asphalt a

foot further, maybe instead of two foot shorter.

Honestly, I'm going to say this for the

record, the man that told me about the Loop, and I've

seen some sections he's talking about.  There's already

some deterioration on the brand new road along with the

parts that aren't finished, and I want to know if we are

going get a finished project.  I'm a contractor.  I

can't leave my job partially done.  They won't pay me.
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These guys are getting paid and everything, but their

job is not done.  I just thought that was important.  We

should think about stuff like that and the impact on

this community and the citizens, you know, might be left

with, you know, unresolved issues.  So that's my input.

MR. HOPMANN:  Thank you very much.  

I believe some of your comments were

related to some construction we did recently on FM 16.

If we did a poor job out there, I would like to talk to

you after the public hearing, because I want to know

about that.  

And RMA is doing some warranty work out

there on the project that was just finished south of the

interstate, so the contractor or developer is performing

that work at their cost.

All right.  Next presenter I have is Jeff

Head.  Mr. Head.  

MR. HEAD:  I'm Jeff Head.  I live in

Country Manner right off of 849.  I just had a couple of

questions.  This is my first meeting.  

I still don't totally understand the

impact it's going to have on Lindale.  All of these

people bypassing Lindale, hitting the toll road, going

around us.  Surely that's going to have a detrimental

impact on our taxes that we get off of revenues with
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people going through purchasing gasoline and other

materials.  They stop at Lowes or whatever or

restaurants.  Have I missed something?  I don't see

where anybody's put that up there yet.  What is going to

be the impact on that.  Because we have to fund our

schools and other city government from the taxes.  If

that money is going away, is that going to be a bigger

burden on us, the citizens.

Not sure why we do two lanes instead of

four lanes?  If you're going to build it, I guess

there's regulations as to how much you can build until

you get so much flow of traffic.  The cost of doing it

and coming back later on adding two lanes seem to be

like 49 right now.  There's areas you can pass on, but

normally you're not able to pass on the toll roads.  So

to me that's not really efficient transportation.  

So those are my two questions that I

have.

MR. HOPMANN:  Thank you.

Next, is Mr. McClenny, Bobby McClenny.

MR. MCCLENNY:  My wife has already told

me, Jim, I can't say my name in three minutes, but I'll

try.

Randy, we go back a long ways, and I

think that I have made almost, if not all of the public
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hearings that were open to the public, and I appreciate

all of the work that's been done, and I know there have

been millions of dollars spent already on this project

before we ever turn one spade of dirt.

I know that a lot of people will have

some problems to contend with on all of the issues

pertaining the right-of-way, et cetera, et cetera.

It's a real issue that affects those

landowners and homeowners.  One issue, as related to the

traffic problems that exist in the City of Lindale, that

issue will be addressed except that we can see by

studies that are done from time to time how much

increased the traffic will be in Lindale, Texas even as

the years continue to go by.  The traffic will be

greater and greater and greater.  Our reduction may be

seen for a short time, but it will be only for a short

time.  You can count on it.  I go back to those early

days in the '40s when I was in school, graduated in

1951, and things have changed.

I live in town, and I want to make

certain that I don't get on Highway 69 at certain hours

of the day.  Several hours in the morning, several in

the afternoon, and I know how to avoid it.  If I have to

go somewhere, I know how to maneuver enough county

roads, et cetera, et cetera to get where I'm going
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without having to contend with 69.

The issue regarding businesses, I wish I

owned 200 or 300 acres where the Loop is coming in to

69, that's going to be a new Lindale, just like we have

at the interstate.  Our taxes will be taken care of,

Ladies and Gentlemen.  And I have sympathy for those who

are going to be affected in a real way with regard to

the property that they've owned and cherished.  Let's

face it.  TxDOT has spent millions of dollars to reach

this point.  Let's not just stop the project.  Let's get

on with it and get it done as quickly as possible.  I

will be 80 the Lord willing, April 22nd, 2014.  I said

at one of the public meetings that I hope that I will be

around to make the full trip from beginning to end and

drive it myself, but every year that goes by, I may

have -- if I live long enough -- I may have to hire one

of my cousins to come and chauffeur me, Mike.

Anyway, thank you for the opportunity to

speak.  My name is Bobby McClenny.  I live in Lindale,

Texas, 706 North Georgia, 75771.

MR. HOPMANN:  Next is Bill Liebbe.

Mr. Liebbe.

MR. LIEBBE:  Thank you very much.  I

appreciate it.  

Mike, where are you?  Where is Mike, the
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right-of-way guy?  Mike, come on down here.  

My name is Bill Liebbe.  My first wife

Donna and I live on 849, that little curve in the road

with that little white fence.  They're going to take our

house, our two barns, all of our frontage.  

So, Mike, you kind of glossed over the

rights of homeowners like me whose property is going to

be taken for the public good.  Now, isn't it true that

the State must pay us fair-market value for the property

taken?  Is that true?

MR. LIGHTFOOT:  That's true.

MR. LIEBBE:  Can you tell us what

fair-market value means?

MR. LIGHTFOOT:  I don't know the legal

definition -- 

MR. LIEBBE:  Well, let me tell you.

It means the current value under its

current use and the reasonably foreseeable use in the

future.  So, for example, my property is right now being

used for farm land, but it's a logical extension from

Hideaway Lake, so don't you agree that my property

should be valued as residential?  Under the law that's

true.

And so you also must pay the homeowner,

not only the value of the land taken, but the damage to
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the remainder.  Mike, you didn't tell the folks that.

Why not?

And the State will hire appraisers,

right, to figure out what the State should pay for the

homeowner's land that was taken, right?  And these

appraisers are hired by the State, aren't they?  And so

don't you think they have a little bias and prejudice

and working for the State, that they might low ball us a

little bit?  

And so did you not tell -- did you forget

to tell us that we don't have to take the offer from the

State, do we, right?  We don't have to do that, do we?

MR. LIGHTFOOT:  No.

MR. LIEBBE:  We can reject that, and the

State must file a condemnation suit in the County Court

at Law, right?  Right?

MR. LIGHTFOOT:  Correct.

MR. LIEBBE:  And then three landowners

will be appointed by the Court to sit and hear testimony

and evidence from the State and from the landowner as to

the value of the land and the value of the damage to the

remainder, correct?

MR. LIGHTFOOT:  Correct.

MR. LIEBBE:  And the commissioners will

make an award.  
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And isn't it true, that 93 percent of the

time, the commissioners' award is higher than what the

offer is from the State?

You don't know the statistics?  

And if either side is dissatisfied with

the award of the commissioners, then they can file an

appeal to the County Court at Law and get a jury trial,

right?  

MR. LIGHTFOOT:  Right.

MR. LIEBBE:  And until the State can take

your land, they have to put that land up -- they have to

put the money in the registry of the Court, so the

landowner can take that money and rebuild if they need

to, right?

MR. LIGHTFOOT:  Right.

MR. LIEBBE:  And then a jury will hear

evidence as to the damages, correct?

MR. LIGHTFOOT:  Yes.

MR. LIEBBE:  And people can hire lawyers

to do that, and lawyers work on a contingency fee.  And

99.9 percent of the time, if landowners challenge the

value from the State of Texas, they come out much better

don't they?

MR. LIGHTFOOT:  I don't have those

statistics.
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MR. LIEBBE:  I do.  

So, folks, let me tell you something.

They're going to take our property for public use, but

we don't have to stand here and take what they offer.

And if you have any questions, my name is Bill Liebbe.

I live at 1519 FM 849, and I am a lawyer, and I would be

delighted to talk to you folks.

MR. HOPMANN:  Thank you, Mr. Liebbe.

Next is Gary Halbrooks.  

Gary is with the Northeast Texas Regional

Mobility Authority.  He's the vice chair that serves on

that board of directors.

MR. HALBROOKS:  Thank you, Randy.

Lindale community, we've worked with --

I've been on the RMA since its inception ten years ago.

Barham, are you still here.  Barham Fulmer, my fellow

board member is here as well from Smith County.  We've

had a long-standing working relationship, obviously,

with TxDOT, with Lindale and in putting this project

together.  I go all the way back to the days when Loop

323 in Tyler was a two-lane road on the south side of

town where the mall is now, and you see the growth that

happened with the expansion of Loop 323.

I happen to be in the commercial real

estate business.  I look at things from that
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perspective.  I see the growth that's taken place on

Loop 323, and I see the continued growth that's taken

place on Loop -- already taking place on Loop 49.  You

will continue to see that -- in Mr. McClenny's words,

you will continue to see that growth around Loop 49.

I'm not an economist.  I'm a pretty

practical person.  I think in my lifetime that Toll 49

will be the number one economic generator of growth in

our part of the world.  Obviously, RMA is for it.  We've

spent a lot, a lot of time, even though, we don't

technically don't own the Lindale Relief Route at this

point.  We will take over the Lindale Relief Route at

some point in the near future, and we look forward to

working with the citizens on that.  

Thank you so much.

MR. HOPMANN:  Thank you, Mr. Halbrooks. 

The next speaker I have is Tom Mullins

with the Tyler Chamber of Commerce and the Tyler

Economic Development Corporation.

MR. MULLINS:  Am I the last one, Randy?

MR. HOPMANN:  You're the last of the

speakers to sign up.  

MR. MULLINS:  Last speaker between this

group and bedtime or happy hour, so I'll be brief.

As Randy said, I represent two business
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organizations.  The Tyler Chamber of Commerce which has

about 2000 members.  The Economic Development Counsel,

120 members.  

We've been working on this project for

probably 20 years.  And the reason we thought it was an

important project, obviously, we support it.  We saw

what's happening to the growth in this area.  You know,

Texas on a daily basis gets a thousand new citizens,

over 400,000 people a year coming into Texas.  Over the

last 10, 15 years, on average, Tyler, Smith County,

getting about 3,500 people every year.  The current MSA

population, which is Tyler, Smith County combined,

220,000 people.  We need to deal with that growth.  

Growth requires more infrastructure,

water and sewer, schools, and, of course, roads.  We

already know we have traffic problems.  We've had them

for years.  In Tyler, Lindale, south Smith County and

other parts of the area.

Work actually began on this project in

the mid '90s in terms of planning, and it always takes a

long time to plan these projects.  Some of you said, why

aren't we driving on this thing already?  Well, you

heard some people who don't want it built, so there's

been a lot of debate and a lot of discussion, and so you

just can't build something like this quickly.  And I've
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got to congratulate TxDOT for being so diligent in terms

of getting public input and having these meetings and

soliciting ideas from the public.

We can now drive from 110 down by

Whitehouse up to Interstate 20.  It's about 24,

25 miles.  I wish it was four lanes, too.  The

right-of-ways are four lanes, but it's just money.  It's

a money issue, and until they get more money from tolls

and other means, they're not going to be able to start

building the other lanes, but the sooner the better.

I'll tell you every time I get on this thing, I'm behind

the same truck and trailer doing 35 miles an hour.  We

need to be able to have four lanes.

Here's something that shows the planning

was worthwhile.  That roadway connected with Interstate

20 on March 3rd.  The planners projected that it would

be about 13,000 transactions a day.  That's every time

you drive under one of those gantries, it's a

transaction.  Within a month, it was 26,000, double what

they thought it was going to be.  When this relief route

is built, projections show that it's going to add

another 25 percent traffic volume to the tollway, which

means more toll revenue, which means more money to

complete construction all the way around, because this

also has to be built on the east side of Tyler and comes
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up by UT Health Center by Interstate 20.

You know, we would argue this road was

needed 20 years ago.  That's the congestion we've been

dealing with all of this time.  It's taken a long time.

We're finally making the progress that we need to make.

It will improve traffic flow.  It will improve traffic

safety, and as Mr. Halbrooks indicated, it will be a

driver for economic growth and development.

MR. HEAD:  Are we allowed to make a

couple of statements?  Since I've already been up once,

can I come back up?  

MR. HOPMANN:  I think it would be best if

we take your statement as you make it.  If you have

additional comments you want to make or you want to

introduce additional comments, talk to the court

reporter afterwards.  Is that all right?  

MR. HEAD:  What's that?

MR. HOPMANN:  Talk to the court reporter

after the hearing and make your other comments. 

MR. HEAD:  People have been making some

statements that I find a problem with, comparing a loop

to a tollway.  That's totally different.  You can't get

off a tollway to go shopping, like you would a loop.

You can build commerce around the loop.

MR. HOPMANN:  I would appreciate it, if
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you would, come up and visit with me after the hearing.

I want to see if there's anybody else out

there.  That is all of the speakers that we have signed

up.  If anybody else wants to make a comment, I would

like to give you the opportunity.  

Mr. Mallory, if you will come forward.

Please state your name since I don't have it in writing.

MR. MALLORY:  My name is Jim Mallory.

I'm former Mayor of Lindale.  And I'm proud to say that,

because Lindale is a wonderful place to live.  I wish

that I had grown up here, but I didn't.  All of the

things that we and other folks have done to support the

Loop has taken a lot of time and effort.  A number of us

went to Austin to support whenever the decision was made

to build the Loop that brought it to 20.  It was a

community effort, and it worked.  

And I really feel for the people that are

going to be impacted negatively, but we are in the

situation in Lindale where we are going to have, with

the increased truck traffic, we are going to have some

terrible wrecks.  It's just the law of probability.  The

more you pour through a funnel, the more it can stop up,

and we're getting there.  The truck traffic has

increased dramatically, so we really need this, but

let's work together to get this thing done.  It's a
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great thing for us.  It's a great thing for Smith

County.  It's a great thing for Texas.  Thank you.

MR. HOPMANN:  Thank you, Mayor Mallory.  

Is there anyone else that would like to

come up and make a comment that didn't speak?

MR. FRUTIGER:  I do.

MR. HOPMANN:  You have an assistant, I

see.

MR. FRUTIGER:  Yes, sir.  I've got my

little boy with me today.

MR. HOPMANN:  Could you please state your

name?  

MR. FRUTIGER:  My name is Kevin Frutiger.

I'm speaking on behalf of Fox Run Estates and Sammy and

J.B. Fox.

Sammy and J.B. had this property for

about 20 years.  They developed Fox Run Estates.  And

over the last -- they've owned it about 20 years.  And

over the last 7 years, I've had the privilege of being

able to come out here and watch my kids grow up.  We

were just informed today that we're going to be land

locked out of about 200 acres of our property, which for

my kids -- I didn't have that growing up, and I was

hoping that my kids could have it.  The fact that

they're not, you know.  J.B. is no longer with us, and
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he passed away about two years ago, and he said before

he passed, you know, that this probably was one of those

things that would never happen.  Long after he was dead,

unfortunately, not too long after, and he died way

early.  

But, you know, it really hurts to hear

everybody talk about how they're going to be affected

and the fact that we're going lose our land.  It's

really hard.  And with the toll roads -- I mean, the

fact that it doesn't look like the economic growth that

everybody is talking that this is going to bring, I

don't really see it either.  I'm from Dallas, Texas,

every road that's built out there is a toll road, and

everybody tries to avoid tolls, because the costs.  I

own an electrical business.  We have about 35 trucks.

We have to use tolls.  Our toll bills are $1,200 to

$1,500 a month.  Obviously, that's a lot of vehicles,

but there's going to be a significant impact costwise.

I know it's convenient and things like that.  

I've always been told also that once the

toll roads are paid with, the tolls they are charging,

that it will go away.  Dallas North Tollway has been

around for 40 years, and I've never seen it -- it's only

going up.  I mean, I guarantee that toll road has been

paid for time and time again through everybody going
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through there.  Granted I know there's upkeep involved

in all of these type of things to maintain the roads and

do that.  But I mean, I'm just one guy.  I'm spending

$1,500 a month.  I know there's a lot of the companies

and single people with families that are spending a

significant amount as well.

I just think it's a shame it has to be a

toll road.  I know they're going to have to -- you've

got to pay for it somehow, it just doesn't make sense to

me.  Thank you.

MR. HOPMANN:  Thank you very much.  

Any other speakers?  Yes, sir.  Mayor

Nelson.

MR. NELSON:  First, I would like to say

good evening to all of those that didn't get a chance to

shake your hand or talk with on this evening.  

First, I would like to commend TxDOT and

all of those that had the vision some 20 years back and

worked diligently for this opportunity to come here.

When you live in Lindale and you drive in our downtown

area, you know firsthand the traffic situation and the

circumstances that you run into.  Those people that

don't drive it, you couldn't know as much as we do about

it.  And part of my responsibility as the Mayor is to

try and look out for the citizens in the town of
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Lindale.  When we get businesses coming into town and

along the 849/I-20 corridor, traffic will continue to

increase.  And as traffic patterns change, we have to be

proactive and change with them.  Safety is a concern for

downtown.  The traffic.  The wait.  If you look at it,

it's going to oppress us.  It's going to push us to have

to do something.  We need to act now.  

And, again, I'm sympathetic to those

landowners that have great amounts of property in the

way, and my thought is that not necessarily all of your

land will decrease in value.  They take a percentage of

it.  When retail develops somewhere along there, I'm

more inclined to think that your property values will

actually go up -- 

MR. LIEBBE:  Give me an accurate price

for my property and I will --

MR. NELSON:  Excuse me, sir.

MR. LIEBBE:  You're wrong, Dude.  You're

wrong.

MR. NELSON:  The thing to do is not to do

things to hinder the progress of those that have worked

so hard, so diligently to make it happen.  Let's work

together.  We can work the thing together where there's

a win-win situation for everybody.  We're not just

talking about it just from my generation, but we're
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planting seeds now for the generation to come.  It's

much needed.  I hope you look at it with an open mind

and support it a hundred percent.  Thank you.

MR. HOPMANN:  Do you want to make a

comment as well?

MRS. LIEBBE:  I'm Donna Liebbe.  

It's already kind of been brought up, but

one of the things we're kind of talking about on the

break that I want to reiterate.  I have a lovely home

that I really don't want to move out of, but I am

willing to do that for the community, which is fine, but

the problem I have is ten years ago, they told us that

we were going to be having to move by 2008, and then we

were told by 2011, now the paperwork is saying 2015, so

you live your life on hold.  We had a recent water

damage.  I don't want to replace carpet if we're going

to be taken in a year, because they're going to bulldoze

my house.  I can't live on concrete for a year.

Somebody else was talking about on the

break how they had been trying to sell their house for a

number of years, but they can't sell it, because they

have to disclose that the Loop is coming through.

So my request would be, if this is

postponed again, it would be great if y'all could let

the homeowners that are going to be affected know,
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because we really -- there's so many things we need to

do to our house that I haven't done in years, because

it's like throwing money down the drain if you're going

bulldoze my house.

MR. HOPMANN:  Thank you.

Any other speakers?

Okay.  Seeing none, this public hearing

is now concluded.  Thank you very much for your

attendance and participation tonight.  The staff will

remain around if you have other questions or comments.

I will be here.  We'll also have a court reporter, who

will stay around if you would like to make private

comments to the court reporter.  I want to thank you for

being here.  Please, travel safely home, as we came in,

it was obviously foggy.  There was a lot of moisture on

the pavement.  Be very careful as you leave and travel

home.  Thank you again.  Goodnight.

                  [End of public hearing.] 
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(Private statements with court reporter.) 

MR. CRAIG:  My name is W.D. Craig.

Back, it must have been 15 years ago when

they first started widening 69 out in Mineola.  I have a

piece of property on 69 and 4148 which goes into Club

Lake.  At that time I sold property, and I know back

then at closing -- I first saw the map of D, not G, but

D.

At that time they asked me, would I sell

my whole corner there on 69, because they were concerned

about the traffic coming out from Club Lake.  I forget

the gentleman's name.  I looked around.  Everybody is

retired now, and there's new people.

At that time he said 50 years from now,

we're going to have to bring Loop 49 around I-20 and

271, and he said we can't go through that lake, and he

said we're concerned about the traffic coming, what

we're going to do with it from the lake.  They were

going to bring it up the east side.  Looking at the map

on D, that is exactly what he was talking about.

I have not heard any comment on -- in

fact, I asked several engineers tonight -- what about

the traffic and the Loop going around Lindale 35, 40

years?  You already have 2020 traffic on Loop 49.  No

one has ever brought up the fact that what are we going
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to do later on down the line?  He said, well, we haven't

heard anybody talk about that.  

And I believe G is disregarding any going

around 69, because -- around Lindale, because it would

go right through Club Lake, and they couldn't take that

thing through Club Lake.  They're not going to do

anything with the Club Lake property down there and all

the people around it.

I think the individual ideal route

necessarily wouldn't be D.  I think the ideal route is

right in between both of them.  Bring the thing in just

exactly like they did on I-20 instead of this sweeping

overpass.  Bring it in exactly like they did on I-20,

that way they can go out in the field.  Whoever is in 30

years down the line, 40 years down the line, they don't

have to redo the whole thing, then they've got to worry

about from there.

And here's the big problem we have, and

I'm just not the one -- I've been wanting to sell my

property for ten years.  I'm retired, you know.  When

you don't have an area set, and, say, it's going to be

right here, you've disclosed that and therefore you're

not going to get a sale.  I know a large group is in

that same situation.  I would sell my whole corner, you

know.  And the State was real fair to me.  I was the
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first property.  I also at that time -- the reason I'm

talking to you -- at that time they were talking about a

divided highway on 69.  I'm the one that sat down with

the court reporter at that time at that meeting, and

they showed a divided highway all the way into Lindale.

And I said, hey, to me that don't make sense.  You're

doing away with a lot of business.  And the first thing

I know they come out and made five lanes all the way in.

So I know things like this help to give somebody's

opinion, you know.  

But that's my only concern.  I'm for it

anyway, and the only thing that I would like is for them

to do some thinking on that situation, and I would like

to know if they got back to me, and, say, hey, it's

going to be right here.  That way I can put a for sale

sign on my property, and I could sell it without it

getting to -- you know, somebody axing it right down

through the middle.  Thank you very much.

MR. CAPELLO:  My name is Demetrio

Capello.

The only concern is that I'm looking at

is they're talking about an overpass going north, and if

there's a chance this is going to go into Gregg County

in the future, then they have to do another overpass on

the exit going south.  So two overpasses on 69.  And at
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that point, I've got property right at the very end of

it.  If I sell, they're going to have to buy that

commercially down the road.  That's what I'm looking at,

and I don't see why they don't compromise going between

G and D, which is the most logical one and those are the

two ones they're looking at.

They're pushing G, and they actually said

D and failed with a lot of little obstacles with a bunch

of a little homesteads to buy out, a long bridge at Duck

Creek.  I'm told that's one of the reasons they're

picking it.  A lot of businesses.  If they were to go

between the two, they wouldn't have to.  They could

eliminate all of that on D and make it more feasible

just going into the middle of them and do one overpass

like they did on I-20 coming into from Tyler to I-20,

just an overpass until they're ready to cross over.

That's my comment.

I think it would be more feasible

economically for now and in the future.  And I

understand the overpass is going to take a few years to

even complete it once they punch into 69, you know.  So

what's going to happen, people going to be crossing 69?

That road is heavily traveled, and I bet they're going

to be a lot of ambulances out there, too, in the mean

time.
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STATE OF TEXAS  * 

COUNTY OF SMITH * 

 I, STEVE R. AWBREY, CSR, Certified Court Reporter 

in and for the State of Texas, do hereby certify that 

the above and foregoing contains a true and correct 

transcription of the TxDOT Lindale Reliever Route public 

hearing and were reported by me. 

 Witness my hand this the _____ day of 

________________, 2014. 

 _____________________________ 
 STEVE R. AWBREY,CSR 
 CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER 
 Texas Certification No. 3940 

My CSR license expires:  December 31, 2015. 

Business Address:  1101 E.S.E. Loop 323, Suite 110 
 Tyler, Texas  75701 
 (903) 571-2153 

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

14

February

(Original signed by Steve R. Awbrey)



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



 

 

APPENDIX E 
 

GENERAL PUBLIC, ELECTED 
OFFICIAL, AND AGENCY COMMENTS 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Jay Tullos

From:

Sent:
To :
Subject:

Lindsey Bilyeu <Ibilyeu@choetawnatio n.com>
Thursday, November 14, 2013 4:24 PM
TYl_lindafe RelieverRoute
RE: FHWA·rX-EIS-08-01-D. Draft EIS, US 69/loop 49 North lind ale eliever Route. Smith
Co, TX

The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma thanks the Texas Department of Transportation for the correspondence regarding the
above referenced project . Smith Co. TX lies within the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 's area of historic interest . After

reviewing the Draft EIS, the Choctaw Nat ion Historic Preservation Department would like to request a copy of the

archeological survey performed fo r this pro ject and a co lor topa map of the APE showing all archeological sites within a

1 mi le radius. If you have any questions, please contact our office at 580-924-8280 ext . 2631.

Thank You,

lindsey Bilyeu
NHPASect ion 106 Reviewer
Choctaw Nat ion of Oklahoma
Histor ic Preservation Department
P.O. Box 1210
Durant, OK74701
Ibilyeu@choct awna tion.com

------------------------
Th m ~ S Ifllende<1onty IOf IN! use or Itll ncIrvoduat Of ent~11o wfllch 1\ 'S <1dOressed and may COl'llaoll'l ,,'orrn<1l1on111J11S pnv Ieged CO!"f'Qenl,al and e Aempl

0'" d sCk»..n! If you Ilave receIVed IhtS rnn.aage lfl eetoe. you are Ilf'feby nol fae1:l U\.lIt we 00 nOl ceosere tc Iny le~ og 0 ssetnloa' 00 OIS'"blll'OIl 01 copying 01
tr message n yOl. Ila...e recewed IllIs commUl1lCilhon lfl error. crease flOl~y I"'" !eMef ~l'1medlalelyal"Klde!otroy me Ir~flSfll,"ed infOlmallOn Please llote thai an y
~oew 01' Op,,"ons pf~nted ,n thIS E:'I'lHlll are Solely those of the autnQr llf'ld 00 flOt necessil'~y represent eose of the Choct_ Neuon



Jay Tullos

From:

Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dear Mr. Carlos Swa nke:

Mark McDaniel <mmcdaniel@tylertexas.com>
Tuesday, November 19. 2013 1:24 PM
TYL_lindaleRelieverRoute

Barbara Bass; Carter Delleney
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you for allo wing the City of Tyler to comment on this project. We appreciate the opportunity to
co mment, but have no concerns regarding the statement provided.

Kind regards,

Mark McDaniel
City Manager
Cit)' of Tyler, Texas
(903)531 -1250
mmcdanicl i'Q'tvlcrtcxas.com



Jay Tullos

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

To Whom It May Concern:

linda Henderson <li nda.Henderson@thc.state.tx.us>
Thursday, December 05. 2013 2:29 PM
TYl_li ndaleRelieverRo ute
SHPO comment Draft EIS for lindale Reliever Routh US69/ l oop 49 North

Thank you for sharing copies of the DEIS for th e US 69{loop 49 North lindale Reliever Route in Smith County ((5J 0190
04-033) . Our review staff has reviewed the materials, and we have no commen ts at th is t ime. Please let us know if you
have any questions for us or jf any unanticipated discover ies come up th at were not covered in cult ural and histor ic
resource surveys reviewed to dat e.

Best,

linda

Linda Henders on
H s:or an Federal Prograrns
H story Programs 0 v s on
Texas Hslorca Comm son
PO Bo)( 12276
Ausun Texas 78711·2276
phon e 512/463·5 851
WNW.thc .state.tx .us

r
.... TlX"" HI"OAIC "'~ CO MMISS ION

....., .... ,,1/ .• , ...1.· •• ".



Jay Tullos

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mr. Swonke.

Edwards, Sean <sean_edwards@fws.gov>
Thursday. December 12. 2013 12:36 PM
TYl_lindaleRelieverRoute
lindale Reliever Route - USFWS Comments

We have received and reviewed TxDOTs Draft EIS regarding the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever
Route. There are no federa lly listed species current ly known to occu r in Smith County, Texas. Therefore, we
have no comments or recommendations to offe r at this time. Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this
process. Please contact me with any additional needs.

Kind Regards,

Scan Edwards
Biologist - Conservation Planning Assistance
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
2005 NE Green Oaks Blvd ., Ste 140
Arlington, Texas 76006
(817) 277-1100



Jay Tullos

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mr. Swanke,

Karen Hard in <Karen.Hardin@tpwd.texas.gov>
Friday. December 20. 2013 1:35 PM
TYl_lindaleRelieverRoute
Julie Wicker; ENV_BIO
TPWD Review o f (5J 0190-04 -033, TPWD Project 32103
Wl 32103T,DOTcsj0190-Q4-033Cl2-20-2013.pd f

The Texas Parks and Wild life Department comments regarding the above-referenced project are attached.

Sincerely,

Karen Hardin
Ha bita t Asse ssment Biologist
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program
Texas Parks and Wild life Department
4200 Smith Schoo l Road
Austin, TX 787 44
1903)322 -5001

1



•
Life's better outsIde"

December 20, 2013

Mr. Carlos Swanke
Director of Environmental Affairs Division
Texas Department of Transportation
125 E. II ~ Street
Austin. TX 78701

T. O<on Fr ledkln
Ch.lr...."

HOI,II lon

R.lph H. OI.IQQlns
Vk.-eh.lrm.on

tort Worth

Antonio hkon" M.D.
Il IoG....... 'lty

RE: Draft Env ironme ntal Impact Statement for US 69/Loop 49 North Linda le
Rel iever Rout e (S mith Co unty)
FHWA-TX-EIS-08-0 1· D, CSJ 0 190-04-033
rvwn Proj ect 32 103

De" All... HUQheI,.k•......

Dlc~ SCott.....,.,
L,, "'.8.n

CI\aI",*,-(trIoII'f!tus
Fort Worth

',<111'I" P. Smll ll
h Ol'c" U", 01"'\:10<

"lOG SMIT" SCHOOl R(lAO
AUSl l"" TUIlS 711 ....·1291

~l l-:JlI',<l8OO

ww....tp wd. s l • ••.t • .ul

Dear ~1r. Swonke:

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD ) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the above-referenced project.
TPWD. as the state agency with primary responsibility for protecting the state's
fish and wildlife resources and in accordance with the authority granted by Parks
and Wildlife Code §12.0011, hereby provides the following recommendations to
minimize the potential adverse impacts to the state's fish and wildlife resources
for the project referenced above.

Projed De'lt'ription

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) proposes to construct a new
location, full control-of- access, tolled reliever route around the city of Lindale in
Smith County referred to as US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route
(Lindale Reliever Route). The proposed route would bypass around the west side
of Lindale extending from the proposed Loop 49 West loll facility at IH-20 to US
69 north of Lindale. Alternatives evaluated in the DEIS include taking no action
or building alternative alignments D or G, which range in length from 7.0 to 7.4
miles. respectively . The build alternatives involve four-lane divided freeway
ultimate sections within a 450-foot typical right-of-way (ROW), with an interim
design consisting of a two-lane section. The DEJS identifies Alternative G as the
technically preferred alternative .

Previous TPWD input for this project dated December 15. 2006, are presented in
Appendix E-4 of the DEIS.

Please be aware a w-ritten response to a TPWD recommendati on or informational
comment received by a state governmental agency may be required by state law.
For guidance. see the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code. Section 12.00 II
(http://w...........statutes.leg is.state.tx.uSlDocsIPWlbtmlPW.12.htm#12.0011l. Please

To mllolQe and ecnserve th e olltlJ r/ll aod ClJlI lJrll! reSOlJrcn 01Tuu and to provide hlJntlnQ. fist'linQ
and eeteece rKn!'alio"l oppo rtlJoltles lor th e use and (>ojoy~nt 01 present and flJtlJre QeoHiltions.
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refer to TPWD project number 32103 In any return correspondence for this
project.

TdlOT - TPWD ~temoraDdumof UDderstandine

The new TxDOT - TPWD Memorandum of Understanding (~tOU) for
environmental review of transportation projects became effective September I,
2013, and supersedes the MOU that was adopted to be effective March 21, 1999,
the Memoranda of Agreement for the Finalization of the 1998 MOU Concerning
Habitat Descriptions and Mitigation (MDA), the MOU Regarding Mitigation
Banking, and the Memorandum of Agreement for Sharing and Maintaining
Natural Diversity Database Infonnation.

A search of the EPA Draft Lindale Draft EIS - October 31 201J.pdf document
revealed the DEIS contains references to the old MOU and MOA on pages 91, 92,
224.226. and 227.

Under the new MOU this project meets triggers for coordination. Because this
project has not been coordinated through Early Project Coordination. then
TxDOT must perform a Tier II site assessment under Administrated Project
Review for this project. Under the new MOU. many of the Tier II site
assessment requirements are similar to the old MOU, however certain updates
have been made, thus the DEIS should include those items such as using
information from the Texas Conservation Action Plan (fCAP) and Ecological
Mapping System of Texas (EMSn.

Recommen da tion: TPWD recommends the DEIS be updated to reflect the
new MOU, and an assessment using the EMST is recommended.

Stale Rt'l!ula tions

State-Listed Species

Section 68.015 of the Parks and Wildlife Code regulates state-listed species.
Please note that there is no provision for take (incidental or otherwise) of state
listed species. The TPWD Guidelines f or Protection of State-Listed Species
includes a list of penalties for take of state-listed species
Chnp:l/wv.w. tpwd.state.tx.uslhuntwildlwild!....ildli fe diycrsityihabitat assessment!
medialtpwd statelisted species.pdO. For purposes of relocation, surveys,
monitoring, and research, terrestrial state-listed species may only be handled by
persons permitted through the TPWD Wildlife Permits Office. f or the above
listed activities that involve aquatic species please contact the TPWD Kills and
Spills Team (KASn for the appropriate authorization. For more infonnation on
Wildlife Permits please visit
http://www.tpwd.state.IX.usibusiness/penni ts!1and!'"i Idlife/research!. For more
information on KAST please visit
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hnp:/twv.w.tpwd,state.tx.u.sI1andwater/",ater/environconcernslk i1ls 'and spil ls/reg
ions!.

The DEIS Sections IIl.0.5.a and IV.O.4 .b indicate that habitat for nine state-l isted
threatened spec ies occurs in the project area for both build alternatives, The
project indicates that individuals may be impacted, but that the project is not
likely to nega tively impact these species. The DEIS indicates that if impacts
occurred. they wo uld be very local ize d and have barely perceptible consequences
to the spec ies habitat and that sufficient habi tat would remain functional to
maintain viability of all species.

Because state-l isted are rare and possibly declining in the project area, loss o f
individuals could affect local populat ions. The TxDOT-TPWD Programmatic
Agreement (PA) for Best Management Practices (B MPs) for Species under the
2013 ~10U prov ides B~lPs to min imize potential impacts to state-listed species
and Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN). Although the PA BMP s are
meant to aid in reducin g the coordination efforts between TP ""D and TxDOT,
applying the PA Bvtps to projec t activities also minimizes a project's potential
impacts to rare species. Even when coordination under the MOU is still
necessary, TP \\-U encourages use of the PA BMPs for minimizing potential
impacts to state-listed and SGCN species.

Recommendation: TPWD recommends the EIS include a commitment from
TxDOT to utilize the PA BMPs for the nine state-listed species that are
identified in the DElS Section IV.G.4.b as potentially being impacted by the
project. Please note it is the responsibility of the project proponent to com ply
wi th all federal. state, and local laws that protect fish and wildlife, and direct
take of a state-listed species as a result of the project wou ld be in violation of
state law. Applying the PA BMPs would aid in reducing such risk ,

Aquatic Resources

TPW Code Section 1.0 11 grants TPWO authority to regulate and conserve aquatic
animal life of public waters . Title 3 1, Chapter 57, Subchapter B, Section 57.157
of Texas Adminis trative Code (TAC) regulates take of mussels which are not
limited to state-listed mussels. Section 12.301 of TPW Code identifies liability
for wildlife taken in violation of TPW Code or a regulation adopted under TPW
Code.

Recommendation. TP\\1) recommends that impact avoidance measures for
aquatic organisms. including all native freshwate r mussel species. regardless
of state-listing status, be considered during project planning and construction
activities.

Streams and their wood ed riparian buffer areas generally provide travel corridors
for wildlife. Where roadways cross streams, the stream and its adjacent riparian
corridor become fragmented through the removal of habitat within and along the
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stream and through the creation of barriers to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife
migration along the stream system. Constructing bridges that span creeks and
their associated floodplains can reduce stream and riparian impacts and allow for
passage of aquatic organisms and wildlife. The use of culverts or pipes disrupts
stream beds and creates limitations for the movement of aquatic wildlife within
the stream system, especially during low-f low conditions. The addition of riprap
for erosion control in or along streams amplifies the limitations for wildlife.
Additionally, terrestrial species may utilize culverts or bridge spans to cross
beneath roadways if adequate space is provided both horizontally and vertically.

The DEIS did not identify the type of structure or the designs/plan for potential
stream and wetland crossings associated with each build alternative.

Recommendation : TPWD recommends the ElS identify the feasibility of
installing bridge spans rather than culverts [ 0 minimize impacts to stream
characteristics and to allow for adequate upstream/downstream migration of
aquatic and terrestrial species, where feasible. If culverts, rather than bridge
spans, are necessary at some crossings, TP\VD recommends they be placed so
that the upstream and downstream floor of the culvert matches the existing
flowline of the stream. Additionally, TPWD recommends that culvert profiles
mimic the current channel by providing a deeper low-flow channel because
the wide, flat bottom of a square culvert spreads out the flow, creating a
shallower water depth which may prevent passage of aquatic organisms.
Arch, bottomless culvert designs should also be considered to reduce impacts
to aquatic resources.

Recommendation: TPWD recommends that bridge spans and culverts
include a design that provides adequate vertical and horizontal clearances
under the roadway to allow for terrestrial wildlife to safely pass under the
road. TPWD recommends a wide enough span to cross the stream and allow
for some dry ground or an artificial ledge inside the culvert on one or both
sides for use by terrestrial wildlife.

Recommendation : When riprap or other bank stabilization devices arc
necessary, their placement should not impede the movement of aquatic and
terrestrial wildlife underneath the bridge. In some instances, rip rap may be
buried, back-filled with topsoil and planted with native vegetation. As an
alternative to riprap, TP\VD recommends considering biotechnical streambank
stabilization methods using live native vegetation or a combination of
vegetative and structural materials.

Under TrW Code Section 12.01 5, 12.019, 66.015 and TAC 52.101-52.105,
52.202, and 57.251·57.259, TPWD regulates the introduction and stocking of fish.
shellfish, and aquatic plants into public waters of the state. The Permit to
Introduce Fish. Shellfish or Aquatic Plants into Public Waters allows for
movement (i.e., introduction, stocking, transplant, relocation) of aquatic species in
waters of the state. Movement of aquatic species, even within the same river or
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estuary, has potential natural resources risk (e.g., exotics, timing-for successful
survival). Therefore, a permit is required to minimize that risk.

Dewatering activities can impact aquatic resources through stranding fish and
mussels. Other harmful construction activities can trample, dredge or fill areas
exhibiting stationary aquatic resources such as plants and mussels. To avoid or
reduce impacts, TPWD may require relocating aquatic life to an area of suitable
habitat outside the project footprint. Relocation activities are done under the
authority of a TPWD Permit to Introduce Fish. Shellfish or Aquatic Plants into
Public Waters. Information regarding this permit can be obtained at
http:// \\"W\\o'.tp,\vd.state.tx.uslpublicationslfishboatlfonnsf. Aquatic Resource
Relocation Plans are used 10 plan resource handling activities and assist in the
permitting process. If dewatering activities and other project-related activities
cause mortality to fish and wildlife species, then the responsible party would be
subject to investigation by the TrWD Kills and Spills Team (KAST) and will be
liable for the value of the lost resources under the authority of TrW Code
Sections 12.0011 (b)( l) and 12.301.

The DEIS Section IV.G.2.b indicates that temporary and/or permanent fill to
waters of the U.S. may occur and "that crossings may be bridged and/or culvcrted.
Although the OEIS indicates that most aquatic resources that may occur in the
project streams would be able to temporarily relocate upstream or downstream
during construction. the DE1S did not identify that mussels potentially occurring
in the project area are essentially immobile. thus temporary and/or permanent fills
or dewatering could impact mussels, where they occur.

Recommendation: If construction occurs during times when water is present
in streams and dewatering activities or other harmful construction activities
are involved, then TPWD may require relocating potentially impacted native
aquatic resources (i.e. fish. turtles. mussels) in conjunction with a Permit to
Introduce Fish, Shellfish or Aquatic Plants into Public Waters and an Aquatic
Resource Relocation Plan. Aquatic Resource Relocation Plans can be
submitted to Greg Conley. TPWD Region 2 KAST at 903-566-2518 or
greg.conlcy@tpwd.texas.gov to initiate coordination for a Permit to Introduce
Fish. Shetlfishor Aquatic Plants info Public Waters.

Intermittent streams and smaller perennial streams provide important habitat for
fish by providing spawning and nursery habitat as well as providing invertebrate,
detritus. and other organic matter to downstream food webs. Fish also serve as
hosts for mussel larvae and are essential in the mussel life cycle. Because the
waters of the project area may provide important fish habitat, avoiding impacts to
stream habitat, fish, mussels and other aquatic life during construction is
encouraged.

Recommendation: To minimize disturbance to streams and to rmnmuzc
impacts to aquatic life. TPWn recommends allowing personnel and
equipment to enter streams only when essential to the work being done.
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Because work would be conducted within riparian areas, only vegetation
impeding cons truction should be removed, equipment should not be "driven
over vegetation when it is extremely wet, and heavy machinery should not be
stored on vege tative cover for long periods of time. Protecti ve mats should be
utilized during construction to reduce the amount of soil and root disturbance
and aid in the recovery of plants.

Sta te Fi"' h and Wildlife Resources

Texas Natural Diversity Database

The Texas Natural Diversity Database (TXNOlJ ) is intended to assist users in
avoiding harm to known locations of rare species or sign ificant ecological
features. Given the small proportion of public versus private land in Texas. the
TXND D does not include a representative inventory of rare resources in the state .
Absence of information in the database does not imply that a species is absent
from that area . Although it is based on the best data avai lable to TPWD regarding
rare species, the data from the TXN OD do not provide a definitive statement as to
the presence, absence or condition of special species, natural communities, or
other signifi cant features within your project area . These data are not inclusive,
cannot be used as presence/absence data, and cannot be substitut ed for on
th e-grou nd surveys. The TXNDD is updated cont inuously based on new,
updated and undigitized records; for questions regarding a record. please contac t
txndd raJtpwd.texas. gov.

The OEIS includes a June 8. 2009, review of the TXNDD. Because it has been
approximately 4 years since TxDOT obtained TXNDD data for this project.
TP WD has checked the TXNDO to see if any additional data has been mapped
within the project area , No new occurrences have been recorded in the TXNDD
within 1.5 miles of the project at the time of this review .

Rough-stem Aster

The DEIS Section IlI.G.5.a correctly states that a known TXNDD record of thc
Rough-stem aster -(Symphyotrichum puniceum var. scabricaules. a SGCN , occurs
'Within 0.8 miles of the propose d project The DEIS indicates that suitable habitat
for the Rough-stem aster occurs within the project area, but that no specimens
were observed during fie ld investigations. However, the DEIS docs not indicate
when field invest igations occur. Photos of the project area in Appendix B
indicate site assess ments occurred in winter when deciduous vegetation was void
of leaves. The wetland determi nation forms from Appendix C indicate field
invest igations occurred in January and February.

Th e Rough-stem aster tlowers late September through early November, with peak
flowering during the month of October . TP WD believes that detection of the
Rough-stem aster in the project area would be most effective if investigations
took place during the peak of its flowering season. Survey s in late winter are not
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adequate for this species. The Rough-stem aster is ranked 52 , which denotes that
6-20 occurrences are known in Texas and that the species is imperiled in the state
because of rarity and it is very vulnerable to extirpation from the state. Because
of the rarity of the species, sufficient investigation as to whether the species
occurs in the project area should be conducted. Alternatives D and G both
contain potential habitat for the Rough-stem aster.

Recommendation : TPWD strongly recommends the EIS include a TxDOT
commit to provide adequate pre-construction surveys for the Rough-stem
aster. Surveys should be conducted by qualified individuals during the
flowering season and in areas of suitable habitat where temporary or
permanent impacts may occur as a result of any of the build alternatives. If
the species is detected, please coordinate with TPWD to determine potential
protection or mitigation actions.

The DEIS Section VII.B.I addresses potential mitigation for impacts to locally
rare or unique habitats, however the DEIS indicates that no locally rare, unique or
important habitats occur in the project area. If results of adequate surveys for
Rough-stem aster reveal occurrences within the project' s area of impact, then
locally rare and unique resources would be present within the project area.

Recomm end ation : TPWD strongly recommends the EIS include a TxDOT
commit to provide mitigation measures if Rough-stem aster is detected during
surveys and where impacts cannot be avoided.

Species ofGreatest Conservation Need

In addition to federal- and state-threatened and endangered species, Texas
contains over 1,300 species that are considered to be SCGN that, due to limited
distributions and/or declining populations, face threat of extirpation or extinction
but lack the legal protections given to threatened or endangered
species. Information regarding SGCN as taken from the TCAP can be obtained at
hnp ://\',,,,",w.tpwd.state.tx.uslhuntwildJwildJ\\-ildlife diversity/texas rare sDCcies/s
gen!. TPWD actively promotes conservation of special landscape features,
natural plant communities, and SGCN. TPWD considers it important to evaluate
and if necessary, minimize impacts to special landscape features, natural plant
communities, and SGCN to reduce the likelihood of endangerment.

SGCN shown on the TPWD County Lists of Rare Species are to be assessed for
impacts under the new MOU. The DEIS Sections 1I1.G.5.a and IV.G.4.b includes
SGCN and indicate that habitat for thirteen SGCN occurs in the project area for
both build alternatives. The project indicates that individuals may be impacted,
but that the project is not likely to negatively impact these species.

Because SGCN species are rare and possibly declining in the project area, loss to
individuals could affect local populations of the species.
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Recommendation: As previously discussed in the State-listed Species
section above and to minimize the project's potential impacts. TPWD
recommends the EIS include a commitment from TxOOT to utilize the PA
BMPs for thirteen SGCN that are identified in the DEIS Section IV.G.4.b as
potentially being impacted by the project.

The Execut ive Summary for impacts to ecological resources does not include the
potential impact to thirteen SGCN as a result of the build alternatives. The
Executive Swnmary also indicates that impacts to the landscape would be reduced
wherever possible through the maintenance of vegetation within the proposed
ROW, TPWD does not understand the meaning of this statement because
typically mainte nance of the ROW involves mowing that reduces habitat available
for wildlife .

Recomm endati on : TPWD recommends the Executive Summary include
potent ial impacts to thirteen SGCN and clarification of the statement
regarding maintenance of the ROW.

Riparian Vegetation

In addition to loss of riparian habitat, linear transportati on projects fragment
stream ecosystems including riparian corridors along streams. Riparian areas
provide important ecological function s. Riparian vege tation serves as an energy
source for aquatic organisms while providing habitat for terrestrial wildlife
species. Trees provide shade and prevent wide Ilucruaticns in water temperature.
protecting aquat ic wildlife from the harmful effect s of climatic extremes. The
stems and roots of riparian vegetati on stabilize soil by reducing water velocity and
minimizin g erosion.

The project will impact approximate 5.77 acres of riparian vegetation (Alternative
G) and 8.08 acres riparian vegetation (Alte rnative D). This amount exceeds the
new MOU trigger of 0.10 acre. The DEIS Section VILB.1 indicates that
compensatory mitigat ion for loss to riparian habitat would not be offered because
riparian habitat extends outside the project area and would not be considered
locally rare or unique.

TPWD considers the project's 5.77 to 8.08 acres of loss to riparian vcgetation a
considerable amount of loss to important ecological habitat.

Recom mendat ion : Because the project will greatly exceed the nparian
impact trigger of the new MOU, TPWD recommends the EIS include a
commitment from Tx DOT to provide compensator)' mitigation for loss of
riparian habitat at a I:I minimum ratio. Such mitigation could occur as in-lieu
fee to TPWD for use towards a habitat restoration or conservation project
Aggregating in-lieu mitigation from mult iple TxDOT projects toward a more
meanin gful habitat improvement project is acceptable .



Carlos Swanke
Page 9
December20, 2013

TPWO Conclusio n

Based on the information presented in the DEIS, TPWD docs not anticipate that
adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resource would be of enough significance to
eliminate either of the build alternatives from consideration; however, TPWD
strongly encourages implementation of the recommendations presented in this
review to reduce potential adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Thus
TPWD has no objection to the No Build alternative and finds build alternatives D
or G acceptable. Because lack of direc t access lessens the amo unt of development
along roadways which also reduces impacts to fish and wildlife habitat, TPWD
supports the proposed full control-of-access for the project.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide input on the proposed project. Please
contact me at (903) 322-5001 or KaLen.Hardinra>tpwd.tcxas.gov if you have any
questions.

Sincerely.

4t[V/Jtt~+£~·L-.
K~n B. Hardin
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program
Wildlife Division

kbhlJ210J



Jay Tullos

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gentlemen:

Howard Beggs <hdbeggs@att.net>
Sunday, December 29. 2013 1:14 PM
TYl_LindaleRelieverRou te
Hardships caused by the RMA

I am a landowner whose property apparently lies in the proposed path of the Lindale Reliever Route extension
of Loop 49. The purpose of this letter is to give you a concrete example of the hardships you are imposing on
people in my position by refusing to specify a final location of the right-of-way .

My partner and I are in the business of developing residential subdivisions in the Lindale area. We have
success fully developed the Meadow Crest Subdivision. which contains 26 Jots and is located on FM 16. two
miles west of Lindale. We also own a 155 acre tract that is adjacent to this subdivision and contains a 40 acre
lake. We were in the process of developing the 155 acre tract to contain about 155 lots, when it came to our
attention that one of the possible routes of the reliever route passed through the east end of this property.

We had already progressed to the point of spending a considerable amount of money having the property
surveyed and platted, and obtaining preliminary approval from the County to proceed with the development.
However. the next stage. which consisted of constructing streets and a water distribution system. would require
a con siderable expenditure. and the refore we sought outside financing. Due to the fact that the final route of the
reliever route was not specified. we were unable to obtain this financing. If the fina l location of the right -of-way
had been specified. we could have alte red our plans and worked around the reliever route location. As both
Tx DOT and the NET RMA have refused 10 do this. you are cost ing me several million do llars.

To put this in perspective. I invite you to re fer to page 3 12, or Plate 5, in the EIS that you have published. From
this plate. you will see that the latest proposed route will eliminate approx imately 50 of the proposed 155 lots,
for whic h I wi ll expect to be com pensated .

This is ju st one example of the type of problem you are causing by keeping the landowne rs in the possible paths
of the highway in limbo. I urge you to please specify a definate and final route as soon as possible.

Dr. Howard Beggs
AKA: II . Dale Beggs
16539 FM 16 W
Lindale, TX, 75771
90331 28420



Jay Tullos

From:
Sent:
To :
Cc:
Subject:

Usa LaRue-Baker - UKB THPO <ukbthpo-Iarue@yahoo.com>

Thursday, January 02. 2014 L08 PM
TYL_li ndaleRelieverRoute

verna; Ernestine Berry
US 69/loop 49 North lindale Reliever Route, Smith County, i X, (SJ: 0190-04-033

The United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma has reviewed your project under Section 106 of
the NHPA. At this time. we have no comments or concerns. However, i f any human remains are inadvertently
discovered, please cease all work and contact us immediately.

Here's hoping you have a wonderfuI 2014!!

Lisa C. Baker
Act ing THPO
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Ok lahoma
PO Box 746
Ta hlequah, O K 74465

c 918.822 .1952
ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com

This email and any fi les transmi tted with it a r e confidential and intended solely fo r the
use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have r eceived this
email in error please notify the system manager. This message contains confidential
information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named
addressee you should not disseminate. distribute or copy this e -mail. Please notify the
sender immediately bye-mail if you have received this e -mail by mistake and delete this
e-mail from your system. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that
disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of
this information is strictly prohibited.

Please FOLLO\V our historic r resen 'ation pag e and LIK E us on FACEBOOK

1



Jay Tullos

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Garrett@ texasrp.com
Tuesday. January 07. 2014 2:58 PM
TYl_li ndaleRelieverRoute
TxOOTInternet E-Mail

Name: M r. Garrett Henderson<Gar rett@texasrp.com > Requested Con tact Me thod: Email

Reason for Contac t: Customer Service
Complaint: No

Comment : I am looking for info rma tion on the US69/LOOP 49 lindale Reliever. I am just wa nting some basic
information as to whe n th e project plans to let, is it funded, date of acquisition of ROW, w hich route it will take. who is
doing the project etc.

1
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Mea Interest, Inc. dba
Mea Nursery

P. o. Box 668
Lindale, Texas 7577 1~0668

(903) 882-7541

Jan uary 9,2014

Texas Department ofTransportation
2709 West Front Street
Tyler, Texas 75702
Attention: Lindale Reliever Route Project Manager

Re: Lindale Reliever Route Project

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The Mea family supports infrastructure and economic development but we also
believe that government should not unnecessarily trample on private property rights and
small business. The Meas seek a meaningful dialogue with TxDoT and the Regional
Mobility Authority to create a win/win path forward to at least mitigate the negative
impact of the Lindale Reliever Route on our famil y business. We work hard to be
successful in an environment where we fiercel y compete for business with large
international organizations. This project is more than government taking land- it is
about the disruption of a family business where operational ineffic iencies created by the
proposed route threaten its viability.

Background:

The Mea Family began purchasing land in the 1960's with the intent to develop it
for both agricultural use and residential development. The first parcel of land was
purchased by the Mea Family with subsequent tracts being purchased until as recently as
the late 90's. Today the Mea Family property consists of approximately 500 contiguous
acres . Substantial value has been created by blocking up the property and making it
suitable for residential development, commercial. and horticultural operations.



Concerns:

• The Lindale Reliever Route will eliminate direct access to the irrigation pond that
services Mea Nursery. .

• The Reliever Route will run through the middle of the Mea property. Obviously,
the property will be divided by the Reliever Route preventing the development of
the property as a whole. This will diminish the value of the land for residential
development as only a portion of the original tract will be available.

• The Reliever Route will physically subdivide the Mea property blocking direct
access from one side to the other.

• The land on the west side ofthe route will diminish in value as it will be too small
for development.

• The Reliever Route runs through the "high" ground of the property which is the
prime spot for residential lots making it less attractive for potential lot and horne
buyers .

• The Reliever Route runs through Mea Nursery's commercial and horticultural
operation.

• A winery and vineyard planted by the Mea Family will be materially impacted.
• The value of the Mea Family home will be negatively impacted by the

construction of the Reliever Route and the proximity to the house.

Proposed Solutions:

• By moving part of the Reliever Route by approximately 1000 feet to the West
several of our concerns can be addressed.

• A plan be developed where we could enter at or near the designated controlled
access point from the Mea property.

• An additional access point between 120 and Hwy 69 be identified, perhaps on and
off access to CR 431, which would benefit everyone, including the City of
Lindale, by allowing circulation to the whole area.

To summarize, the Lindale Reliever Route will materially diminish the value of
the Mea Property; but, more importantly, it will place unnecessary hardships on Mea
Nursery that threaten its viability as an ongoing business. Your consideration of our
concerns is appreciated. Thank you for your service to our great State.

Best regards,

Joe Mea
Mea Nursery

C; IUJen\PtJlnd:IDo...",IcodJlUner 10Tx DoT 0107/4 (l).docx



Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From : LP 49 West at IH 20 so uthwe st o f Li nd ale
To : US 69 north of Li ndale

Smith Co unty
Thu rsday, January 9, 2014

Ihi s form is prov idcd 10 rec eive your cc mr nent s recordin g the propo sed project. Please U~~ the space pro v idcd 1:-..: 1, ' \\
ou a chi ug 3JJi:i,'r:JJ i'J;; es JS nc... -: ssJr~ Eitner depos it the form in lit,,: commetu b.:-, tl'lli gh t or mai l it II,> the cd.J rc ,
prov iJ..:J . You nu~ also cmnilcommcms to the address prov iJ.:J below . Co mme nts mus t he rc ccb cd 0'-
fl o~tlll ;ld..ed !Jy .J;\IlU:l~ ! O.101.f_

lP l.I":.\SE PIU\T )

~ .\~I'-: _ _~ be ".\""

I am rrimaril~ interested in th.: pr•ojcct from the standpoint of ;1:

~Re sidential Property 0 " ner or Ren t...·r ¥HlIsin.:ss Prope rty O\\I1.:r or R..-ntcr

::J R ,l ..lJ \\ w ~ L -.... r :J Ot h.:r _

tTc x.r- Trans portatio n <. ',' J c. ~ ::OI.S II. 311 ~ "" chc ~' ''' ..·.h·h ofth.... ;".,110\\ ing boxes thJ ( ;1rpl~ to ~ 0U:

:J I am cmployed b~ I , Do T

-J I do business wit h r,DOT

Cl I could benefit m..'n l.· l ilr i l ~ from the project or other it..-m abou t which J am comrn cming

C O .\ l.\ lESTS; ~a(: ~ ., ,- ~ \ i '">± ( Hi. ,1j ~t' r.<~ )·""kilS---=:f'l' ,· J1 l' c' ~)!'c~)C ;V e

.+he Cht t ·c ,}\Mc ,l ',:dr& b, ... .. H- ~ _'7 :t)..",. -4- +h<'"7 C'td 4-)("

+,... 0'-
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Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From: LP 49 West atlH 20 southwest of Lindale
To : US 69 north of Lindale

Smith County
Thursday, January 9, 2014

Lor: r U 4S

Dt>Panment
• of r,anspol1l1 tiOil

Submi yo ur comments by Jan uary 2

This form is provided to receive yo ur comments regarding the proposed project. Please usc the space provided be low
attaching additional pages as necessary . Either deposit the fonn in the comment box tonight or mail it to the address
provided . You may also email comments to the address provided below. Comments mu st be received or
postma rked by Junuury 20. 2014.

(PLEA SE PIU:"T)

, A~ I E : &"iP'f tJ..cJ.,c In/. i&l?~, bd
A D DRESS .pO, "& /t?cel/ , 7<jM,~ ZS""7/0

I am prim arily interested in the proj ect from the standpo int of a:

o Resid ential Property Ow ner or Renter ~llsi ness Property Owner or Renter

~oadway User 0 Other _

other item abo u whic h I am co mmenting.

kt?A1...CS' e:b ADZ"~d.. k.s:r.Bh7"~
,uU- ate C?d~~ 72> &~

Mr. Vernon Webb. P.E.
Director o f Tran spo rtation Planning & Development
Texas Department ofTransportation
2709 West Front Street
Ty ler, TX 75702
Or emai l to TY L_LindaleRelieverRoute@txdot.gov



Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From: LP 49 West at IH 20 southwest of Lindale
To: US 69 north of Lindale

Smith County
Thursday, January 9, 2014

~T''''
Departmenf

of Transportation

This form is provided to receive your comments regarding the proposed project. Please use the space provided below
attaching additional pages as necessary. Either deposit the fonn in the comment box tonight or mail it to the address
provided . You may also ema il comments to the address provided below. Comments must be received or
postmarked by J anuary 20, 20 . 4.

(PLEASE PRINT)

HR . D. H. EDWARDSNAME:_....:~~:.:...-"'-:.-.~~~~ _

ADDRESS: 3600 JILL CIRCLE TYLER, TEXAS 75701

I am primarily interested in the project from the standpoint of a:

o Res ident ial Property Owner or Renter x~ Business Property Owner or Renter

o Roadway User 0 Other _

(Texas Transportation Code, §20 1.811(a)(5»: check each of the following boxes that apply to you:

o I am empl oyed by TxDOT

o I do business with TxDOT

o I cou ld benefit monetarily from the project or other item about which I am commenting
COMMENTS: _

Iwrite i n support of the Lindale Relief Project as a board

member and treasurer of Timberline Bapt i s t Camp & Co n f e re nce

~ Center on Mt . Sylvan Road ( a l s o FM-849 ). Our board of trustees

and c amp staff recogni ze the importance of this project and a re

wi l l ing to work wi th TXDOT and the City of Lindale on this .

Please keep us apprised o n the p ro j ect .

Submi t your comments byJ a nuary 20, 2014 to:

Mr. Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director of Transportation Planning & Development
Texas Depanment of Transportati on
2709 West Front Street
Tyler, TX 75702
Or emai l to TYL_Linda leRelieverRoute@txdot.gov
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Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From: lP 49 West at IH 20 southwest of linda le
To : US 69 north of lindale

Smith County
Thursday, January 9, 2014

This fo rm is provided to receive your comments regarding the proposed project. Please use the space provided below
attaching additional pages as necessary . Either deposit the form in the comment box tonigh t or mail it to the add ress
pro vided. You may also email comments to the address provided below. Co mme nts must be received or
postma r ked h)' .Ianuu ry 20. 201-t.

(PLEASE PRI:>T) ~

NAME : £..e.- A <J '>:>

ADDRESS : J) , ~ ( U 0 ,
J am primarily interested in the project from the standpoint of a: /'

o Residential Property Owner or Rente r cY'Busincss Property Owner or Renter

o Roadway User o Other _

(Texas T ransportation Code. §20 1.811(a}(5»: check each of the following boxes thai apply to you:

o I am e mployed by Tx DOT

o I do business with TxDOT

o I could benefit monetarily from the project or other item a t which I am com menting

CO M MENTS: ./

1"5 ( i

Submit yo ur comme nts by.Ia uua ry 20, 20 1 ~ to:

Mr. Vernon Webb. P.E.
Director of Transportation Planning & Development
Texas Department of Tran sportation
2709 West Front Street
Tyler. TX 75702
Or email to TYL_LindaleRelie\!erRoute@txdot.gO\!



Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From : LP 49 West at IH 20 southwest of Lindale
To : US 69 north of Lindale

Smith County
Thursday, January 9, 2014

Th is for m is prov ided to receive your comments regard ing the proposed projec t. Please usc the space provided below
atta c hing additional pages as necessary . Either deposit the form in the comment box ton ight or mai l it to the address
provided. You may also ema il comments to the address provided below. Co m ments mu st be received or
postm a rked by .la nua ry 20. 20 1-1 .

(pL F:ASE PRI NT)

NMIE : G .qe-~ D JAc..l</J rl
ADDRESS: -.fO. ~S!\ /2-{f::> LtNtAl L Te:t,+s

;f-c.-qoJ/1t:z- - tf 'iJ b?
,

Ia~rimariJy interested in the project from the standpoint o f a: /

a'!y=sidcntial Property O".. ocr or Renter ?usiness Property Owner or Renter ar-t; t
ufRoadway User C3 Other -:fMep>~<2J lMJI ~! " ,£J1"

J, IV A tI rv ","", "
(Texas Transportation Code. §20 1.8 11(a)(5»: check each o f the follow ing boxes that apply to you :

a I am employed by Tx DOT

o I do business with Tx DOT

o I co uld benefit monetari ly from the project or other item abo ut which I am co mme nting

C O M M ENTS: -,~--------:---,--------------

bOOJ-----illS /J.4! p/l.~ " e ft +~ f jIJ fl "f rlacrl,erj
e:d e-ds IO--J ,t J-Oj1~, (}t4Jv ClJt"\I~e t l t'.N "'S
5"O Dt! A $ f-"O~~.f,':'I!..:.!./:"""-:::C· .: _

Submit your comments by.I a nuury 2U, 201-1 to:

Mr. Vernon Webb . P.E.
Direct or of Transportation Plann ing & Deve lopment
Texas Departmen t o f Transportation
2709 Wes t Front Street
Ty ler, TX 75702
Or emai l to TYL_L indaleRelieverRoute@txd ot.gov



Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From: LP 49 West at IH 20 southwest of Lindale
To : US 69 north of Li ndale

Smith County
Thursday, January 9, 2014

~T''''
Depar1ment

• of Transportation

This fo rm is provided to receive your comments regarding the propo sed projec t. Please usc the space provided below
atta ching additiona l pages as necessary. Either deposit the form in the comment box tonight or mail it to the addres s
provided. You may also email commen ts to the address provided below. Co mments must be received or
postmarked b)"Jan uary 20, 20. 4.

(I'LF.,' Yt'RI:-;T)

NAME~""''-le.&!.''t,.J<;.fL_-bIC>f,(l.l'ff'~7-'=:::' -

ADDR ESS: -1?-J2..s.~~,1!J.:kI!J~!lAC:?::;;~44¢~i..-1/jS-;:7D /
I am primarily interested in the project from the standpoi nt of a:

o Residential Property Owner or Renter 0

~ad\\'ay User Q

Business Property Owner or Renter

Olhcr~'&&r~

(Texas Transportation Code. §20 1.811(a)(5 » : check each o f the following boxes that appl y to you:

o I am employed by TxDOT

o I do b usiness with TxDOT

o I cou ld benefit monetarily from the project or other item abo ut which I am commenting

CO~ IMENTS : ---- -----;r--,-----:::----------;;-----

Submi t yo ur comments by.la nua ry 20. 20 1 ~ 10:

Mr. Vernon Webb. P.E.
Director of Transportati on Plannin g & Development
Texas Department o f Tran sportat ion
2709 West Front Street
Tyler. TX 75702
Or email to TYL_Li nda leRcl ie,,'erRoulc@:txdot.go v
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Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From: LP 49 West at IH 20 southwest of Lindale
To : US 69 north of Lindale

Smith County
Thursday, January 9, 2014

A T....
Department

• of r ,ansporra rion

Th is form is prov ided to receiv e your comments rega rding the proposed project. Please usc the space prov ided below
att aching additional pages as nece ssary . Either deposit the form in the comment box tonight or mail it to the address
provided. You may also ema il comments to the address provided below. Co mments must be received o r
po stmu r-ked by Ju u uury 20, 2014.

(PL EAS E PRI :'iT)

C h01''"> f3q a If f

Ru ... CJ G / 3 k. t'ncl'.c&

NAi\. tE: ~b_'_J_LL.L-''-__.Lo.L''_''"'__.!.!.._L _

ADDRESS :

I am prima rily interested in the project from the standpoint ora:

~csidcnl i a l Property Owner or Renter ):t1lusincss Property Owner or Renter

~oad\\aY User 0 Other _

(Texas T ransportat ion Code . §20 1.811(a)(5»: check each of the following boxes that apply to you:

o I am employed by Tx DOT

o I do bus iness with Tx DOT

o I cou ld benefit monetar ily from the project or other item about which I am co mmcnti

COM~I ENTS: (iJ ( ..

r /

Submit yo ur comments by.Ia nuary 20.20 . -1 to:

Mr. Verno n Webb. P.E.
Direct or of Transpo rtatio n Planning & Development
Te xas Department of Transportat ion
2709 West Front Street
Tyler, TX 75702
Or email to TY L_Linda leReli e\'erRoute@txdot.go\'



Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From: LP 49 West at IH 20 so uthwest of Lindale
To : US 69 north of Lindale

Smith County
Thursday, January 9, 2014

~
T.Jlas

DepMfmVff!
• of TransponariOl1

Th is for m is provided to receive your comments regarding the proposed project. Please use the space provided below
atta ching additiona l pages as nece ssary. Either depo sit the fonn in the comment box tonight or mail it to the address
provided . You may also ema il comments to the addre ss provided below. Co mments mu st be received o r
postma rked by J a nu311' 20. 201-t

_i !W tlf'l"rc.n.o s"",
(PL EASE I'RI:>;T) iC' }.- "1"( .., ..... 7

NA~ I E: ~<>hA EtIwOdS" "..N ..oJ S"~~~ .JilhlE5 6nfG/G06G

AD DR ESS : 10"7 cc.. A-r-ST!'t LAnE", ,(1.,...1"7, Tl'- • zrb S"1

I am pri ma rily interested in the proj ect from the standpoint of a:

o Residential Property Owner or Renter ~ncss Property Owner or Renter

o Road way User o Other' _

(Texas Transportation Code . §20 J.811(a){5»: check each of the followin g boxes that apply to you :

o I am employed by TxDOT

o I do business with Tx DOT

o I could benefit monetar ily from the project or other item abo ut \\ hich I am commenting
C O M M ENTS, _

_ -lP_le<>se COl\T>4a ME: a>'!<Y/l;07 AX 8".;n""S t prp~:Lr"-ty'1--

- -=Ac."-i!F l1TL"" . ,t1lr rhoAP Ii I ~ :z I 't -).rS -;;;<j~8 .

I'?_,.io/J: E..TiAE <->:!tI-..e r:T'" of'\.J"'Y (uT5 AcIlosr m y €,.,r

13-e.wr ('S"2.S"" f.rfl). ''''''''...,~ sp/:T jIa.. Qi ~,.".. ....; f"- '7'
lI:..4.bDC ~ hlp .... f/lx.d. E...sT 2.-s."-~O'___"f-"''_'T2'__.)~--------

Submil your comments by J a nua ry 20. 20 14 to : &I

Mr. Verno n Webb. P.E.
Director of Tran sportation Planning & Development
Texas Department o f Transportation
2709 West Front Street
Tyle r. TX 75702
Or email to TYL_LindaleRelieverRoute @txdot.go\:



Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From: l P 49 West at IH 20 southwest of lindale
To : US 69 north of lindale

Smith County
Thursday, January 9, 2014

This form is provided to recei ve your comments regarding the proposed project. Please usc the space provided be low
attac hing additional pages as necessary . Eithe r depo sit the form in the comment box tonight or mail it to the address
pro vided. You may also ema il comments to the address provided below. Co mments must be received o r
postmarked b)! .Ianua ry 20,20 I" .

(P LEASE PRIN T)

NA~IE : _---'iUtL<lU2lJ::,"=----I:O"<:'-""'-""--- _

ADDRESS: l' 0 ~a'1- 13'11

I am prima rily interested in the project from the standpoint of a:

o Residential Property Owner or Renter 0 Business Property Own er or Renter

lJl-"Roadway User Other, _

(Texas Transportat ion Code. §20 1.8 J l( a)(5)): check each of the fo llowi ng boxe s that apply to you:

o I am employed by TxDOT

o I do business with TxDOT

o I cou ld benefit moneta rily from the project or other item about which I am commenting
COM MENTS: _

1 1"., \.0" w , ,.IJ. lo s:. 0\ ':\' c<-T \, "'"<: C:! .I. e

-I1o.c, r:a .........-re. who s:.~ \Vee,

(S

Subm it your comments by J unu a ry 2U, 20U to:

Mr. Vernon Webb . P,E.
Director or Transportation Planning & Development
Te xas Department o r Transportation
2709 West Front Street
Tyle r. TX 75702
Or email to TYL_Linda lcRelicvcrRoute @txdot.gov



Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From: LP 49 West at IH 20 southwest of Lindale
To : US 69 north of Linda le

Smith County
Thursday. January 9. 2014

This form is provided to receive your comment s regardi ng the proposed project. Please use the space pro vided below
atta c hing add itiona l pages as necessary . Either deposit the form in the comment box toni ght or mail it to the address
provided . You may also em ail comments to the address provided be low. Com ments mu st be received or
postmu rkcd b)' J anua ry 20. 20 14.

(Pl.EASE I' IU:"T)

NA~IE : QW~-.9c: 0 "1(-
ADDRESS =t=:O ~ S3c.f- J-.\~.J;J,;:rx70 21
I am primarily interested in the project from the standpoi nt ora:

o Residential Property 0\\ ocr or Rente r 0 Business Property Owner or Renter

o Road way User ;a O'herc' '5vM "~'Y..tC

(Texas T ransportation Code. *201.81I(a)(5»: check each of the following boxes that apply to yo u:

o J am employed by TxDOT

o I do b usiness with TxDOT

o I could bcneflt mone tarily from the project or other item about which I am comment ing
COM~I ENTS : _
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Submit yo ur comme nts by .Ia nuury 20. 20 1"* to:

Mr. Vernon Webb. P.E.
Director of Transportation Plann ing & Devel op ment
Texas Departm ent of Transportat ion
2709 West Front Street
Tyler, TX 75702
Or ema il to TYL_L indaleRe lieverR out c@txd ot.gov



Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From: LP 49 West at lH 20 southwest of Lindal e
To : US 69 north of Li ndale

Smith County
Thursday, January 9, 2014

This form is provided to rece ive your comments regarding the proposed project. Please usc the space provided below
attach ing addit ional pages as necessary . Eithe r deposit the form in the comment box toni ght or mail it to the address
provided. You may also email comments 10 the addre ss provided below. Comments mus t be received Of

postma r ked by J an uary 20, 2U14.

(PLEASE P IU~T)

NAME: 4[. 'Sk~ \
ADDRESS: Yo .'\S~ ('303 (.,:;

J am pri ma rily interested in the proj ect from the standpoint of a :

o Residential Property Own er or Renter 0 Business Property Owner or Renter

~ Roadw ay User Q Other _

\

Subm it yo ur comments byJ an ua ry 20. 20 . 4 to:

Mr. Vernon Webb. P.E.
Director of Transport ation Planning & Development
Tex as Department of Transportati on
2709 West Front Street
Tyler , TX 75702
Or emai l to TYL_LindaleRclicvcrRoute@txdol.gov



Public Hearing Comment Form
US 69/LP 49 NORTH LINDALE RELIEVER ROUTE

From : LP 49 Wes t at lH 20 so uthwest of Lindale
To : US 69 north of Lindale

Smith County
Thursday, January 9, 2014

This form is provided to receive you r comments regarding the proposed project. Please use the space provided below
attaching additional pages as necessary . Either deposit the form in the comment box tonigh t or mail it to the address
pro vidcd . You may also emai l comments 10 the address provided below. Co mme nts must be received o r
postma rked by J anua ry 20. W I·*.

NAt>.IE: __-r':cL~=-_~4":,q;.ili'--'C<'--_,_----------------

ADDRESS:

(PLEASE PRINT)
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t:?/L /V /St< eL~ d ./
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I am primarily interested in the project from the standpoint of a:

o Residential Property Owner or Renter f Business Property Owner or Renter

o Roadway User 0 Othe r _

(Texas Transportat ion Code. §20 1.811(a)(5»: check each of the following boxes that apply to you :

o I am employed by TxDOT

DI do bu siness with Tx DOT

o I cou ld benefit monetari ly from the projector other item abo ut whi~ h I am comm enting ~ .~
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Submit your comments by J anua ry,' 20, 2014 10:

Mr. Vernon Webb. P.E.
Director of Tran sportat ion Planning & Deve lopment
Texas Department of Tran sportation
2709 West Front Street
Tyler, TX 75702
Or emai l to TYL_LindalcRclieverRoutc@txdot.gov



Jay Tullos

From:

Sent:
To:
Sub ject:

Atta chments:

Spencer, Stephen <stephen_spencer@ios.doi.gov>

Thursday. January 09. 2014 10:39 AM
TYl_linda leRelieverRoute
Department of the Interior Comments . Draft EIS for the US 69/Loop 49 North lindale
Reliever Route, Smith County, TX
ER13-70S.pd f

Please find attached the Department of the Interior comment letter for the US 691Loop 49 North Lindale
Relieve r Route, Smith County, TX . I wou ld apprec iate confirmation by return e-mail that this has been
received. Thank you.

Stephen R. Spencer, PhD
Regional Environmenta l Officer
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
U.S. Department of the Interior
100 1 Indian School Road NW, Suite 348
Albuquerqu e, NM 87104
Phone : (505) 563-3 572 Fax: (505) 563-3066 Cell: (505) 249 -2462
Stephen Srcncert@ios.doi .gov
Web Site; w\\Vi.doi.gov/oe pc/albuguergue.html



United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF TIlE SECRETARY

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
1001 Indian School Road NW, Suite 348

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104

i:E=.~
/

~....
TAKE PRIDE'"
INA M ER ICA

ER 13n05
File 9043 .1

Jan uary 9, 201 4

VIA ELECTRONIC MA IL ONLY

Te xas Department of Transportation
Attention: Lindale Reliever Route Project Manager
2709 West Front Street
Tyler, TX 75702

Dear Sir/Madame:

The U.S. Departmentof the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the US 69/Loop 49 North LindaleReliever Route. Smith County, Texas. In this regard. we have
no comment

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.

Sincerely,

)f;jL~
Stephen R. Spencer, Ph.D.
Regional Environmental Officer



Jay Tullos

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject :

Todd Richardson <tod d@i2Otearn.com >

Friday, January 10. 2014 1:30 PM
TYL_linda leRelieverRoute

l oop 49 around li ndale

To Whom it May Concern; I hope the State willget this project started and completed asap. The loop 49 going south is

wonderful, saves t ime and gas fo r us going into Tyler. There is so much truck traffic o n Hwy 69 in tow n the Reliever

Route wi ll make it safe r for everyone . Thank you , Todd Richard son

Todd Richa rdso n-Bro ker

120 Te am Rea l Estate
17056 Interstate 20 Wes t

lindale. TX 75771
903-539-8898 cell
903 -881 -0500 office
90 3-882 -7566 fax
i20team .com



,

Jay Tullos

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Chris Banks <chrisbankstexas@gma i1.com>
Saturday. January 11. 2014 6:27 AM
TYl_linda leRelieverRoute
comment form from the public hearing
to ll road 001.jpg



Jay Tullos

From:
Sent
To:
Subject:

tweedell@gmail.comon behalf of John Tweedell <patriotsamerican@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 14, 2014 9:28 PM
TYl_lindaleRelieverRoute
The lindale Reliever Route

My comments regarding the proposed Lindale Reliever Route are as follows:

1. No Smith County Citizens tax money should be spent on this project as the

road will be turned over to non elected individuals.

2. The proposed route is so close to Lindale that I see no advantage to spending

this Hugh sum of money.

3. I do not think this road if built should be tolled because if our gasoline tax

money had not be diverted by the elected servants then the toll would not be

needed. If this road is needed it should be built as we build other roads.

4. Emergency event if one occurred would affect two cities instead of one city.

More people would be hurt or killed if some chemical was released into the air.

5. The cost is more that the value derived from it .

John Tweedell

903·882·3043
1606 Pineview Lane

Hideaway, TX 7577



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECfION AGENCY
Region 6

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
Dallas, TX 75202-2733

January 15,2014

Mr. Gregory Punske
District Engineer, District B (South)
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Office Building, Room 826
300 E. 8th Street
Austin, Texas 78701

Mr. Carlos Swonke
Director, Environmental Affairs Division
Texas Department of Transportation
125 E. 1Ith Street
Austin, Texas 78701

Gentlemen:

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA),
the National Enviromnental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA, the U.S. Enviromnental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region 6 office in Dallas, Texas, has completed its review of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) prepared by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the Texas
Department of Transportation (TxDOT) for the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route. The
proposed action is intended to provide relief to the existing US 69 through the city of Lindale and extend 
a proposed toll facility (Loop 49 West) from IH 20 southwest of Lindale to US 69 north of Lindale.

EPA has rated the DEIS as LO "Lack of Objections" . The EPA's Rating System Criteria can
be found here: http://www.epagov/oecaerthinepaicomments/ratings.htmi.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. Our classification will be
published on the EPA website, .http://www.epa.gov/compliance/nepaleisdata.html, according to
our responsibility under Section 309 of the CAA to inform the public of our views on the proposed
Federal action. Please send our office one copy of the Final (FEIS). Ifyou have any questions or
concerns, please contact me at 214-665-8006 or Michael Jansky ofmy staff at
jansky.michaekgepa.gov or 214-665-7451 for assistance.

1TI:
. , 0

Ivda- ~~O=
Rhonda . h
Chief, Office ofPlanning and

Coordination



Jay Tullos

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

To Whom It May Concern,

Bill Cumbie <bill cumbie@att.net>
Friday. January 17, 2014 3:45 PM
TYL_linda leRelieverRoute

Bill Cumbie
Toll 49 lindale Reliever Route

I believe the reduction in traffic on U5-69 through lindale to be
provided by the Toll 49 lindale Reliever Route is be ing overstated .
This is particularly true as regards the 18 wheel truck traffic.
Primarily this is due to the proposal being fo r a toll road versus non - toll .

That said. I oppose Rout e Alterna tive O. Route Alternative G is acceptable.

Sincerely,

Wil liam Cumbie

lindale. TX.

1



Jay Tullos

From:
Sent:
To:
Subjec t :

Carol Kehl <ckehl@suddenlink.net >
Sunday, January 19. 2014 4:46 PM
TYl_lindaleRelieverRoute
Response from Smith County Historical Commission

As a member of Smith County Historical Commission , I have read and studied those portions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for th e lindale Reliever Route for l oop 49 North that are subject t o our
inte rests-v-potential adve rse effects of cultural resources. I contacte d one of our Smit h County Historical
Society membe rs who has lived for decades in lindale and also Carolyn Caldwell, City Secre tary of lindale, for
additional informat ion. It appea rs th at the mitigati on activities already performed in th e Area of Potential
Effects and th ose that would be preformed, dep ending on which route is selecte d, satisfy legal
requirem ents. Both Alternat ives D and G seem to meet project needs and purposes, but G would be preferred
by our Commission because the impact of known cultural resources in that area is less according to w hat is
w ritten in th e impact state ment .

Carol Kehl, member, Smit h County Historical Commission
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November 21,2013

Ms. Lindsey Bilyeu
NHPA Section 106 Reviewer
Historic Preservation Department
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma
Drawer 1210
Durant, OK 74702

RE: CSJ: 0190-04-033; US 69 Lindale Relief Route. Construct New Roadway, Summary of
Archeological Consultation Correspondence Transmitted in March 2008 and February 2010;
Smith County, Tyler District

Dear Ms . Bilyeu:

The above referenced transportat ion project is being considered for construction by the Federal
Highway Administrat ion (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) .
Environmental stud ies are in the process of being conducted for th is project. The purpose of th is
letter is to contact you in order to initiate Section 106 consu ltation with your Tribe pursuant to
st ipulat ions of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway
Adm inistrat ion, the Texas Department of Tra nsportation, the Texas State Historic Preservation
Officer, and the Advisory Council on Histor ic Preservation Reg arding the Implementation of
Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU) . The project is located in an area th at is of interest to your
Tr ibe.

In respons e to your recent request, the following informatio n comes directly from the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 consultat ion letters transmitted in March 2008
and February 2010 for this proj ect. Wi thi n the next several days, we will be also providing you
with a draft report that add res ses the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) elig ibility
testing com pleted thus far. Right of entry issues for certain areas have delayed the completion
of the remaining archeological survey and NRHP elig ibility testing.

Section 106 Consultation Initiated March 4, 2008

On March 4 ,2008, Section 106 consultation for this project was initiated. The following
paragraphs provide project description information and proposed archeolog ical investigation as
presented in the initial consu ltat ion letter.

OUR GOALS

MAINTAIN A SAFE SYSTEM · ADDAESS CONGESTION . CONNECT TEXAS COMMUNITIES ' BEST IN ClASS STATE AGENCY

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Re: Section 106 Consultation , National Histor ic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Tyler District

CSJ: 0190-04-033: US 69 Linda le Relief Route. Construct New Roadway.
Summary of Archeological Consu ltation Correspondence

Tra nsm itted in March 2008 and February 2010; Smith County

The proposed project would con struct approximately 10 miles of new roadwa y for the US
69/Loop 49 Reliever Route west of the City of Lindale, in Smith County. The project location has
been depicted on the attached map. A map of the state , depict ing the location of Smith County,
has also been attached . [PLEASE NOTE : The maps included from the initial cons ultation letter
are not very clear . The map that shows Alternatives D and G is part of the enclosed Survey
Report , Plate 1. This is a much better (color) copy.]

The proposed project would cons ist entirely of the construct ion of new roadway with no
proposed widening of exist ing roadways. Two primary build alternatives (Alternatives 0 and G)
have been selected for consideration. Alternatives 0 and G follow the same alignment for the
southernmost 3.7 miles and then diverge at FM 16. The width of new right of way (ROW)
requ ired for roadway construction var ies from very thin slivers at road spurs and crossings to
nearly 800 feet in other locations. The average for the main travel lanes, however , is between
400 and 500 feet wide . Including all project-related spurs and ROW, the proposed undertaking
has an Area of Potential Effects (APE) of approximate ly 423 acres for Alterna tive D and 450
acres for Alterna tive G. Approxima tely 279 acres of each alignment are located in the southern
half of the project area where the two alignments follow the same corrido r. As a result, the APE
considered for archeological review is approximate ly 594 acres .

The proposed project area is in the East Texas Piney Woods and is dra ined by several well
developed creek systems ass ociated with the Sabine and Neches River Bas ins. Land use within
the APE consists mostly of agriculture , but includes some areas of urban development near
project term ini. The Geologic Atlas of Texas characterizes geolog ic deposits with in the APE as
Sparta Sand , Weches Formation, and Queen City Sand of Eocene age , as well as areas of
Quaternary alluvium along major streams. As alluvial deposits that are geolog ically recent or
Holocene in age formed after the accepted start of human occupation of the reg ion, these areas
have the highest potential for buried, intact archeological deposits. These areas are
concentrated primarily along the Hubbard and Stevenson Branches of Duck Creek near the
proposed route intersections with CR 431 .

Review of the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas (Atlas) on January 31, 2008, shows one
previous ly recorded archeological site within the proposed AP E. Site 41SM201 was recorded as
a potentially historic-age we ll and an isolated quartzite flake . No further work was
recommended, and the site was subsequently destroyed. Three sites were located within a 1.0
kilometer (0.621-mile) radius of the proposed APE . These include site 41SM202, a surficial
scatter of historic debris located southwest of 41SM201 ; site 41SM163, reco rded in 1985 as a
likely Caddo site as part of the Big Sandy Arc heological Surve y Project; and site 41SM50, a
Frankston Phase Cadd o site.

The proposed project is unlikely to affect any previously recorded archeological sites. However,
the proposed project would impact a considerable area of previously undisturbed additional
ROW. Therefore, TxOOT recommends that archeological field investigations of the proposed
APE be carried out in order to evaluate the presence or absence of archeolog ical historic
propert ies (36 CFR 800.16(1)( 1)) wit hin the proposed APE.
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, Nationa l Historic Preservati on Act;
Proposed Te xas Department of Transportation Project, Tyler District

CSJ : 0190-04-033; US 69 Linda le Relief Route , Cons truct New Roadway,
Sum mary of Archeological Consultation Correspondence

Transmitted in March 2008 and February 2010; Smith County

Section 106 Continuin g Consultation on February 26, 2010

In February 2010, TxDOT contin ued NHPA Section 106 consultation with correspondence that
included transmittal of the survey report completed at that tim e on the areas and sites available
for evaluation. The following paragra phs provide project description info rmation , results of
archeological investigations compl eted by that date, and proposed work still required to
complete the archeology obligations for this project as presented in the continuing consultation
lette r.

Section 106 consultation was initiated by correspondence dated March 4 , 2008. At that time ,
TxDOT recommended archeological field investigations because of the cons iderable area of
previously undisturbed additiona l right of way (ROW) required for the proposed project. This
letter will continue consultation for that project and provide the results of field investi ga tions
conducted to date and reco mmendations for further wo rk. A map of the state is encl osed that
ident ifies the locatio n of Smith Cou nty.

The proposed project would construct approximately 10 miles of new roadwa y for the US
69/Loop 49 Reliever Route west of the City of Lindale, in Smith County. The proposed project
would consist entirely of the construction of new roadway with no proposed widening of existing
roadways. Two prima ry build alternatives (identi fied as Alternatives D and G) have been
selected for consideration . Alt ernatives D and G follow the same alignment fo r the southernmost
3.7 miles and then diverge at FM 16. The width of ROW required for roadway construction
varies from very thin slivers at road spurs and crossings to nearly 800 feet wide in other
locations. The average for the main travel lanes, however, is between 400 and 500 feet wide.
Depth of impact would be approximately 10 feet. Includ ing all project-related spurs and ROW,
the proposed undertaking has an area of potential effects (APE) of approximately 425.8 acres
for Alt ernative D and 446.8 acres for Alt ernative G. Approximately 247 acres of each alignment
are located in the southern half of the project area where the two alignments follow the same
corridor. As a result, the APE considered for archeolog ica l review is approximately 594 .1 acres.

The TxDOT Tyler District contracted with Hicks and Company (Hicks) to conduct an intensive
archeological survey of the APE. The pedestrian survey took place February 5 to 14 , 2008; and
the investigation with mech anical trenchi ng took place August 5 to 6, 2008, under Antiquities
Permit # 4796. Right of entry (RO E) was obtained for approximately 75 percent of the total APE
currently under private ownership. RO E for Alternative 0 included 289.0 acres and Alt ernative G
included 330 .6 acres for a tota l of 447 .5 acres surveyed (both alte rnatives share 172.1 acres).
In addition, the survey included the publicly owned property in the APE, consisting of current
highway ROW that would be intersected by the proposed highway.

The draft report (Intensive Archeological Survey of Portions of the Proposed US 69/LP 49 North
Lindale Relief Route Smith County, Texas [Tyler District: CSJ 0190-04-033]) by John A.
Cam pbell , Matthew C. Stotts, and Mason D. Miller (Princip le Investigator) was submitted
recently to TxDOT. A copy of the rep ort for your review accompanies this lett er.

Hicks identifi ed and record ed nine new archeological sites (41SM388, 41SM389, 41SM390,
41SM391, 41SM392, 41 SM393, 41 SM394, 41SM395, and 41SM396) and revisited one
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- Re: Section 106 Consu ltation, National Historic Preservation Act ;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportat ion Project, Tyler District

CSJ: 0190-04-033 ; US 69 Lindale Relief Route , Construct New Roadway.
Summa ry of Arche ological Consultat ion Corresponden ce

Transmitted in March 2008 and Februa ry 2010; Smith County

previously recorded site (4 1SM201) during the survey. The archeological sites located with in the
APE were surveyed and asses sed for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and State
Archeological Landmark (SAL) eligibility. The following summarizes the results of the findings.
The summaries will contain recommendations for further work, if required .

Site 41SM201: The site is a late 19th or early 20th century historic residence and consists of a
collapsed well and a scatter of historic material. Artifacts included three cut nails and clear,
brown, and occasional blue and milk color glass sherds. Artifacts were recovered from the
surface to 80 centimeters below surface (31.5 inches). The port ion of the site in the proposed
ROW measures 100 meters by 60 meters (328.0 feet by 196.9 feet). Archival research was
inconclusive for occupa nts that may have lived at this location . No further investigation is
recommended.

Site 41SM388: This is a prehistoric site located on a toe slope overlooking the Davis Branch.
Site artifacts included ceram ic sherds and lithic debitage . The sherds were both decorated and
undecorated with grog temper. Artifacts were located between 5 to 40 centimeters below
surface (2.0 to 15.7 inches ). The port ion of the site in the proposed ROW measures 50 meters
by 40 meters (164.0 by 131.2 feet ). The site is believed to have a Caddo component due to the
5-millimeter (0.2-inch) thick prehistoric ceramic sherds. NRHP and SAL eligibility test ing is
recommended .

Site 41SM389: The site is an early 20th century historic residence and consists of a two slight
rises adjacent to one another in an open fie ld. Features noted are a possible water well and a
depression that maybe the remnants of a root cellar. Art ifacts included wire nails, clear glass
fragments , brick fragments, metal bolts, iron plates, gate hinge, milled lumber, and a U.S. Army
bridle medallion. Art ifacts were recovered from the surface to 1.0 meter below surface (3.3 feet).
The portion of the site in the proposed ROW measures 40 meters by 50 mete rs (131.2 feet by
164.0 feet). Archival research was inconclusive for occupants that may have lived at this
location. No further investigation is recommended.

Site 41SM390 : This site is a partly collapsed early 20th century small house constructed by pier
and beam and milled lumber and is likely a share cropper tenant dwelling. The site is located in
an open hay field on a broad upland ridge. A water well made of manufa ctured bricks, with the
year 1930 inscribed in the concrete binding the bricks together, was observed. The residence
appears to have two main rooms with an additional two room lean-to attached. Artifacts included
wire, cut nails, fence staples , fragments of clear, brown, pink, aqua glass, stoneware, brick,
plastic cutlery handle , metal fragments, and milled lumber. Artifacts were recovered from the
surface to 60 centimeters below surface (23.6 inches). The portion of the site in the proposed
ROW measures 22 meters by 16 meters (72.2 feet by 52.5 feet). Archival research was
inconclusive for occupants that may have lived at this location. No further investigation is
recommended.

Sit e 41SM391: The site is an early 20th century historic residence located on a sloping edge of
an upland ridge that overlooks the floodplain of Stevenson Branch and Duck Creek. The site
consisted of a rectangu lar concrete house foundat ion tempered with Corsicana Brick fragments ,
a brick pile and a scatter of historic artifacts such as a wire nail, whiteware sherds, window glass
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Re: Section 106 Consultation , National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Tyler District

CSJ: 0190-04-033; US 69 Lindale Relief Route, Construct New Roadway,
Summary of Archeological Consultation Correspondence

Transmitted in March 2008 and February 2010; Smith County

sherds. clear glass sherds (including a likely light bulb glass fragment). It was noted that there
were non-native pockets of lily, iris, and daffodil flowers growing near the foundation. The
current landowner believed the foundation was a tenant farmer's house from the early 1900s.
The scatter of artifacts, including the Corsicana Bricks (production started in the late 19111 or
early 20 century and ended approximately in 1926), support this date. Artifacts were recovered
from the surface to 30 centimeters below surface (11.8 inches). The portion of the site in the
proposed ROW measures 30 meters by 20 meters (98.4 feet by 65.6 feet) . Archival research
was inconclusive for occupants that may have lived at this location. No further investigation is
recommended.

Site 41SM392 : The site is an early 201t1 century low density scatter on a high upland ridge
overlooking Hubbard Branch. Artifacts consisted of clear and brown glass sherds , whiteware
sherds, an arsenic bleached glass stopper, wire nails, whiteware, metal staples, iron plow blade,
metal barrel hoops, metal frag ments, and remnants of chicken and barbed wire fencing grown
into old growth oak trees. All art ifacts appear to date to the 201t1 century . Due to the scarcity of
domestic artifacts, limited permanent features and distance from a water source , this site may
have served as a temporary logging or agricultural camp . Artifacts were recovered from the
surface to 20 centimeters below surface (7.9 inches). Three large push piles indicated modern
disturbance to the site. The port ion of the site in the proposed ROW measures 50 meters by 50
meters (164 feet by 164 feet). Archival research was inconclusive for the use of this location. No
further investigation is recommended .

Site 41SM393 : This site is a prehistoric site located on an upland terrace that overlook s
Stevenson Branch. Site artifacts included ceramic sherds and lith ic debitage. Artifacts were
located between 5 to 50 centimeters below surface (2.0 to 19.7 inches) with most of the artifacts
recorded between 5 to 30 centimeters below surface (2.0 to 11.8 inches). The ceramics were all
undecorated, brown paste , 1.0-centimeter (O.4-inch) thick body sherds and grog tempered. The
port ion of the site in the proposed ROW measures 60 meters by 40 meters (196.9 feet by 131.2
feet). The site is believed to have a Woodland or Caddo component due to the preh istoric
ceramics. NRHP and SAL eligibility test ing is recommended.

Site 41SM394 : This site is a large open prehistoric camp site located on an upland ridge
between unnamed dra inages . Site artifacts included a lithic bifaces fragme nt, uniface , debitage
and possible fire cracked rock . Art ifacts were located between the surface to 60 centimeters
below surface (23.6 inches). The portion of the site in the proposed ROW measures 250 meters
by 100 meters (820.2 feet by 328.0 feet ). The site is believed to be an Archaic site due to the
lack of prehistoric ceramics. NRHP and SAL eligibility testing is recommended.

Site 41SM395: This site is a small open prehistoric camp site located on a slight knoll
overlooking an unnamed creek. Site artifacts included lithic debitage and small charcoa l flakes.
Artifacts were deep ly buried between 40 to 100 centimeters below surface to (15.7 to 39.4
inches) (shovel testing was terminated due to depth). The portion of the site in the proposed
ROW measures 80 meters by 60 meters (262.5 feet by 196.9 feet). The site is believed to be an
Archaic component due to the lack of prehistoric ceramics. NRHP and SAL eligibility testing is
recommended.
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project , Tyler District

CSJ: 0190-04-033; US 69 Lindale Relief Route, Construct New Roadway,
Summary of Archeological Consultation Correspondence

Transmitted in March 2008 and February 2010 ; Smith County

Site 41SM396: The site is a 20th century cattle dipping tank or vat that was later determined to
be outside the proposed ROW. The site consists of a single feature which is a concrete dipp ing
tank for the purpose of eradicating the Texas Fever Disease carried by cattle ticks. The cattle
dipping tank program was instituted by the Bureau of Animal Industry (BAI) and was in effect
from 1906 to 1943. The site contained no artifacts, and there are no other struct ures or features
assoc iated with the site . The site has little archeological research potential and historical stud ies
have already been published on this type of feature. Therefore, no further investigat ion is
recommended.

During the examination of Segment 4, an area that appears as a rectangular rise on a
prominent hilltop was shovel tested to evaluate it as the location of an additional archeological
site. Two lithic flakes were identified on the surface , but the shovel tests produ ced no additiona l
archeological materials. However, Hicks and TxDOT agree that additional investigation of this
area is warranted .

TxDOT has reviewed the Hicks report and concurs with the recommendations. Therefore,
TxDOT seeks the concurrence of your Tribe with the following:

1) That sites 41SM201 , 41SM389, 41SM390, 41SM39 1, 41SM392 , and 41SM396 do not
meet the criteria (36 CFR 60 A) for inclusion in the NRHP or the criteria (13 TAC 26.8)
for des ignation as a SAL, and no further research is warranted for these sites .

2) That testing is warranted on the port ion of sites 41SM388, 41SM393, 41SM394, and
41SM395 in the proposed ROW to determ ine eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP and
designation as a SAL

3) That additional field investigation is warranted for the rectangular rise in Segment 4.

4) That no archeological historic properties (36 CFR 800 .16.(1» or SALs (13 TAC 26.8) are
present in the remainder of the surveyed portion of the APE.

5) That no furthe r research is warranted for areas where access was denied but were clearly
too disturbed to cont ain sites that meet the criteria (36 CFR 60.4 ) for inclusion in the
NRHP or the criteria (13 TAC 26.8) for designation as a SAL

6) That additional investigations are warranted in unsurveyed areas where access was
denied that could not be determined to have modern disturbance.

Accord ing to our Programmatic Agreement under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, we are writing to request your comments on historic properties of cultural or
religious significance to your Tribe that may be affected by the proposed undertaking. Any
comments you may have on the TxDOT recommendation should also be provided. Please
provide your commen ts within 30 days of receipt of this letter. Any comm ents provided after that
time will be addressed to the fullest extent possible If you do not object that the provided
recommendations are appropriate, please sign below to indicate your concurrence. In the event
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act:
Proposed Texas Departme nt of Transportation Project , Tyler District

CSJ: 0190-04-033; US 69 Lindale Relief Route, Construct New Roadway,
Summary of Archeolog ical Consultation Correspondence

Transmitted in March 2008 and February 2010; Smith County

that further investigations by our office disclose the presence of additional archeological
deposits or NRHP/SAL eligible sites , we will contact your Tribe to continue consu ltation .

This completes the NHPA Section 106 consultation correspondence text for the letters
transmitted to date for this project . As mentioned earlier, we are preparing to send a draft copy
of NRHP eligibility testing results , for work completed thus far, to all Federally-recoqnized Tribes
currently known to include Smith County , Texas, in their area of interest.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have questions, please contact Waldo Treell
(TxDOT Archeologist) at 512/416-2624 (email: Waldo .Troell@txdotgov) or me at 512/416-2638
(email: Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov). When replying to this correspondence by US Mail, please
ensure that the envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies Branch,
Environmental Affairs Division.

Sincerely ,

Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeologist I Consultation Coordinator
Environmental Affairs Division

Attachments
Maps from initial consu ltation letter (March 2008)
Survey report provided with continuing consultation letter (February 2010)

cc wlo attachments:
Johnnie Jacobs, NHPA Section 106 Coordinator, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma
Jay Tullos, TxDOT Tyler District Environmental Coordinator;
Bobby Jones , ENV-PD TxDOT;
Waldo Troell, ENV-ARCH TxDOT;
ENV-ARCH Project File / ENV-ARCH ECOS
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Jay Tullos

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mr. Garrett

Jay Tullos
Thursday, January 09. 2014 11:38 AM
Garrett@texasrp .com

Dale Booth
RE: hOOT Internet E-Mail

The pro ject is tentatively scheduled to Jet in the Fall of 2015 and would be funded through the Northeast Texas Regional
Mobi lity authority (NETRMA) with numerous funding mechanisms. Right -at-way acquisition is tentatively scheduled to
begin in the Spring of 2015 and the Draft Environmenta l Impact Statement has ident if ied Alternative G as the Technically
Preferred Alternative but it is not the officia lly selected alternative at this t ime. The NETRMA will be developing the
project th rough right -at-way, construction, and operation afte r final enviro nmenta l approval.

Thank you for your interest in this project.

---Original Me ssage---
From : Garrett@texasrp.com Imailto :Garrett@texasrp.com)
Sent : Tuesday, January 07, 2014 2:58 PM
To: TYl_lindaleRelieverRoute
Subject: TxooT Internet E-Ma il

Name : Mr. Garrett Henderson<Garrett@texasrp.com> Requested Contact Method: Email

Reason for Contact: Customer Servic e
Complaint : No

Comment : I am looking for info rmat ion on the US69!lOOP 49 lindale Reliever. I am just want ing some basic
info rmation as to w hen t he project plans to let , is it funded, date of acquisition of ROW, which route it will take, who is
doing the project etc.

1
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DISTRICT FILE,

I ,Texas Department of Trt{lnsportation
2709 W. FRONT STREET ' TYLER, TEXAS 75702 • (903) 510-9100

March 21, 2014

Mr. Joe Mea
P.O. Box 668
Lindale, TX 75771

Dear Mr. Mea:

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route.

You indicated severa l concerns that will affect the value of your land and improvements.
We'll have to leave questions of valuations for the right-of-way purchase and
remainders to the acquisitio n agents and appraisers. They are more competent to
comment on these matters.

We can provide some response to the proposals you put forward:

1. "By moving part of the Reliever Route by approximately 1000 feet to the
west , several of our concerns can be addressed ".

TxDOT Response : We are unable to move the route 1000 feet to the west. We found
Alternative G is the best alternative to accomplish the need and purpose for the project.
Through our analysis to date , Alternat ive G in its present alignment represents the best
balance for reducing and balancing impacts to the various resources we must consider
during route selection .

2. "A plan be developed where we could enter at or near the designated
controlled access point from the Mea property".

TxDOT Response: It may be possible to adjust the proposed south right-of-way line
near CR 4118 to allow more of your property to have access to CR 4118.

3, "An additional access point between 120 and Hwy 69 be identified, perhaps on
and off access to CR 431, which would benefit everyone, including the City of
Lindale, by allowing circulation to the whole area".

TxDOT Response : We will be unable to provide additiona l access points to the Reliever
Route because one of the main goals of the Reliever Route is to provide for free-flowing
traff ic along the route as is the case with the existing LP 49 facility to the south. Every
addit ional interchange introduces traffic weaving and decreased mobility.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY · IMPROVE AIR QUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS

An Equal Opportunity Employer



" Again , thank you for your comments and concerns rega rding this project and if you have
any future questions concerning this project, please con tact Dale Booth at (903) 510-
9113 or dale,booth@txdot.gov. -

Sincerely,

LWk
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Directo r, Transporta tion Planning & Dev .
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DISTRICT Fll..E ,

I .Texas Department of rr~nsportat;on
2709 W. FRONT STREET · TYLER. TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

"

March 21,2014

Mr. John Tweede ll
1606 Pineview Lane
Hideaway, TX 7577

Dear Mr. Tweedell :

Thank you for your comments on the US 69/Loop 49 North Linda le Relief route . We
would like to take this opportunity to respond to your comments:

1. "No Smith County Citizens tax money should be spent on this project as the road
will be turned over to non elected individuals".

TxDOT Respo nse: Funding for this project as it goes forward will come from the
Northeast Texas Regional Mob ility Authority through their various fundin g mechanisms.

2. "The proposed route is so close to Lindale that I see no advantage to spending
this huge sum of money".

TxDOT Response: The proposed project is meant to provide mobility to the areas
around both Tyler and Lindale and reducing traffic congestion in both cities .

3. "I do not think this road if built should be tolled because if our gasoline tax money
had not been diverted by the elected servants then the toll would not be needed .
If this road is needed it should be built as we bui ld other roads ".

TxDOT Response: We are finding that whether because of gasoline tax diversions or
otherwise, present funding for roadwa y improvements is not keeping pace with demand.
This is one of the reaso ns the NETRMA will be taking over the project. They are able to
use fund ing mechanisms that TxDOT is not able to pursue and hopefully complete the
project in a timely manner.

4. "Emergency event if one occurred would affect two cities instead of one city.
More peop le would be hurt or killed if some chemical was released into the air".

TxDOT Response: One of the goals of the project is to route trucks carrying hazardous
materials away from more densely populated areas onto this route which is controlled
access. Control of access to the Lindale Reliever Route will reduce the potential for
traffic conflicts and thus , reduce the chance of accidents that may resul t in the potential
release of airborne hazardous materials.
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". 5. "The cost is more than the value der ived from it". .
..

~;:.

TxDOT Response: We may never know how great the proje-cts value may be;
especially if one or more accidents are averted in the City of Lindale.

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

7:::Wt
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.



DISTRICT FILE

" Irexas Department of TfC!!.nsportation
,

2709 W. 'FRONT STREET· TYLER. TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

'.
March 21, 2014

Mr. Robert Rozen
16445 FM 16 Wes t
Lindale, TX 75771

Dear Mr. Rozen :

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route.

We 'understand that monetary compensation cannot wholly compensate for properties
that have been owned by a family for many years . Although by law we cannot wholly
compensate for emotional attachment, we are required by law, and make every effort to
give fair market value for properties and improvements during the right-of-way
acquisition process .

The negative effect of the Reliever Route on businesses should be negligible. Traffic
theory holds that through traffic will use the Reliever Route and traffic that has a
destination in Lindale will still be using US 69 through Lindale. Traffic studies show US
69 with traffic growth . It is, however, manageable with the Reliever Route in place .

We share your frustration with the length of time it has taken to get to this point with the
project. Toll 49 south of 1-20 has been a separate project from the Lindale Reliever
Route and has proceeded on a different schedu le. There have been several issues with
the Lindale Reliever Route that have affected the schedule that have been out of our
control. The Public Hearing Process is one of the last tasks for the environmental
process and we hope that things will speed up once this task is completed .

Concerning your comments on warranty work on FM 16 and Toll 49, I believe you were
able to talk to Randy Hopmann after the hearing concerning the FM 16 project and the
RMA is still in the process of doing warranty work on Toll 49 south of 1-20.

THE TEXAS PLAN
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'. Again , thank you for your comments and concerns regarding this project and if you have
any' future,questions concern ing this project, please contact Oale Booth at (903) 510
9113 or dale .booth@txdot.gov.

Sincerely,

vbf}§PE
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.
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DISTRICT FILE .

I .Texas Department of TrC!nsportation

.,

Mr. Bobby McClenny
706 North Georgia
Lindale, TX 7577 1

Dear Mr. McClenny:

2709 W: FRONT STREET · TYLER. TEXAS 75702 · (903) 510·9100

March 21,2014

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route and your support of the project through the many years of development.

We hope to further advance this project once the Public Hearing process is completed
and the Environmental Process is approved.

Right-of-way appra isal and acquisition will be accom plished by the NET RMA, after
enviro nmental approval.

Again, thank you for your comments and concerns regarding this project and if you have
any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at (903) 510
9113 or dale .booth@txdot.gov.

SrUt
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director, Trans portation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN
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DISTRICT FILE

'.

I .Texas Department of TrC!nsp or tation
2709 W. FRONT STREET ' TYLER. TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510-9100

March 21, 2014

Mr. Joe Fauss
Ca lvary Com miss ion
P.O . Box 100
Lindale. TX 75771

Dear Mr. Fauss:

Thanks for your comment at the Lindale Reliever Hearing January 9, 2014 .

We note your reminder that the Calvary Commission is being affected on the far west
en? of the property.

When the Right-of-Way appraisers call, don't hesitate to point out feat ures and
improvements that may affect the value of the land.

Again , than k you for your comments and concerns regarding this project and if you have
any future questions concern ing this project , please contact Dale Booth at (903) 510
9113 or dale .booth@txdot.gov.

Sincerely,

~~ .
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Direc tor , Transportation Planning & Dev .

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPOR TUNITY · IMPROVE AIR QUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS
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DISTRICT FILE

I ,Texas Department of rr~nsportation
,

"

Mr. John Etheridge
10706 'Augusta Lane
Rowlett, TX 75089

Dear Mr. Etheridge:

2709 W' FRONT STREET ' TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

March 21,2014

Thank you for your comment on the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief route and we
understand you are the spokesman for James Etheridge . We will contact you
concerning any business and property acquisition during the right-of-way acquisition
phase of the project.

You indicated a question, "Entire width of right-of-way cuts across my east border (525
feet). Can we split the difference with my neighbor and move the road east 250 feet?"
Moving the road east would mean impacting a larger number of individual landowners
as well as causing the relocation of County Road 472. The alignment shown on the
schematic helps us minimize those impacts .

If you have any future questions concerning this project , please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

S1(~
Vernon Webb , P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGEST ION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMI C OPPORTUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR QUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPO RTATION ASSETS
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DISTRICT FILE

'.

I .Texas Department of rr~nsportation
2709 W: FRONT STREET ' TYLER. TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510-9100

March 21,2014

Mr. Bob Garrett
Fairway Ranches ltd. & Fair Investments, ltd
P.O. Box 1024
Lindale, TX 75710

Dear Mr. Garrett:

Thank you for your comments support ing the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief route .
We apologize that the exhibits shown at the Public Hearing did not show the access
points agreed upon in your conveyance to the NETRMA.

If you have any future questions concerning this project , please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

I:'w
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director , Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPO RTUNITY · IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS
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DISTRICf FILE
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I .Texas Department of Trensportetion
,

2709 WeFRONT STREET ' TYLER. TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

March 21, 2014

Ms. Linda Henderson
Historian, Federal Programs
History Programs Division
Texas Histor ical Commission
P.O. Box 12276
Austin , TX 78711-2276

Dear Ms. Henderson :

Thank you for your review of the Draft EIS regarding the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Reiief route (CSJ: 0190-04-033). We understand you have no comments at this time.

We will contact you if any unanticipated discoveries are made that were not covered in
cultural and historic resource surveys reviewed to date.

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

Sincerely,

~Wk .
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director , Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY · IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
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DISTRICfFILE

" I ,Texas Depertment of TrC!nsportation
,

2709 W' FRONT STREET ' TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

"

March 21, 2014

Mr. Mark McDaniel
Tyler City Manager
212 North Bonner
Tyler, TX 75702

Dear Mr. McDaniel:

Thank you for your review of the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief route Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. We understand you have no comments at this time,

If you have any future questions concern ing this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale,booth@txdot.gov,

7(1$
Vernon Webb , P,E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY · EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY · IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
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DISTRICT FILE

I .Texas Depertment of trC!nsportation
,

2709 W, FRONT STREET ' TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100
"

March 21, 2014

Ms. Lisa C, Baker
Acting THPO
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma
P.O. Box 746
Tahleq uah, OK 74465

Dear Ms. Baker :

Thank you for your review and comments regarding the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route, TX 0190-04-033. We understand that you have no comments or concerns
at this time. We understand and acknowledge your request to cease work and contact
you if human remains are inadvertently discovered, We will follow TxDOT/FHWA
proced ures concern ing accidental discovery and tribal coordination as the project
progresses.

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-911 3 or dale.booth@txdot.gov .

Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHAN CE SAFETY · EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPO RTUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
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DISTRICT FILE

" I ,Texas Depertment of v'!nsportation
,

2709 w; FRONT STREET · TY LE R, TEXAS 7570 2 • (903) 510-9100

"

March 21,2014

Mr. Sean Edwards
Biologist - Conservation Planning Assistance
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
2005 NE Green Oaks Blvd., Ste 140
Arlington , TX 76006

Dear Mr. Edwards :

Thank you for your review of the Draft EIS regarding the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route. We understand you have no comments at this time because there are no
federally listed species currently known to occur in Smith County .

If you have any future questions concern ing this project , please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale,booth@txdot,gov.

T(:"ilf
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director , Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY • IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS
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DISTRICTFrr..E

'. I .Texas Department of rr~nsportation
2709 W; FRONT STREET ' TYLER. TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510-9100

March 21, 2014

Stephen R. Spencer, PhD
Regional Environmental Offi cer
Office of Enviro nmental Policy and Compl iance
U.S. Departm ent of the Interior
1001 Indian School Road NW, Suite 348
Albuquerque, NM 87104

Dear Dr. Spencer:

Thank you for your review of the Draft Enviro nmental Impact Statement for the US
69iLoop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route Project in Smith County, Texas.

We acknowledg e that you have no comment on the document.

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-911 3 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

Sincerely,

b~E
Director, Trans porta tion Plann ing & Dev .

THE TEXAS PLAN
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DISTRICT FILE

I ,Texas Department of rr~nsportation
2709 W,' FRONT ST REET ' TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 5 10-9100

March 21, 2014

Mr. Owen Scott
P.O. Box 834
Lindale, TX 75771

Dear Mr. Scott:

Thank you for your comment of support on the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief
route.

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale .booth@txdot.gov.

Sf(~
Vernon Webb, P.E,
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev .

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR QUALITY
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DISTRICT FILE
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I .Texas Department of TrC!nsportation
2709 W. FRONT STREET ' TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510-9100

March 21,2014

Mr. A.E . Shull
P.O. Box 130365
Tyler, TX 75713

Dear Mr. Shull:

Thank you for your comment of support on the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief
route.

If you have any future quest ions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

Srmt
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION · ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRAN SPORTATION ASSETS

An Equal Opportunity Employer



DISTRlCf FILE

'. I .Texas Department of lfC!nsportation
,

2709 W. FRONT STREET ' TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100
"

March 21, 2014

Ms. Sandra Rowan
P.O. Box 2397
Lindale, TX 75771

Dear Ms. Rowan:

Thankyou for your comment of support on the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief
route. You indicated that selecting the route that has the least impacts on existing
homeowners is always best.

Avoid ing homes is a top priority in the route selection process. However, this may not
always be possible when balancing impacts of other resources to arrive at the Preferred
Alternative. We believe that the technically preferred Alternat ive presented at the
hearing provides the best route while minimizing impacts to existing homes.

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 51 0-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

S('wf,
Vernon Webb , P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REOUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
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DISTRIcrmE,

I .Texas Department of TrC!nsportation
2709 W. FRONT STREET · TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

March 21, 2014

Mr . Todd Richa rdso n - Broker
I 20 Team Real Estate
17056 Interstate 20 West
Lindale, TX 7577 1

Dear Mr. Richardson:

Thank you for your comments supporting the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief route .

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

Sincerely,

~Y.!fP E
Director, Transportation Planni ng & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN
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DISTRICT FILE

" I ,Texas Department of 'trensportetton
2709 W. FRONT STREET · TYLER. TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510 ·9100

March 21, 2014

Mr. Tom Mullins
315 N. Broadway Avenue
Tyler, TX 75702

Dear Mr. Mull ins :

Thank you for the Tyler Chamber of Commerce and the Tyler Economic Development
Council's comment of continued support for the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief
route.

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or da le.booth@txdot.gov.

'lCW!
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION · ENHANCE SAFETY · EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPO RTUNITY · IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
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DISTRICT FILE

I .Texas Department of Trensportetion
2709 W. FRONT STREET · TYLER, TEXAS 75702 • (903) 510-9100

March 21, 2014

Honorable Robert Nelson
Mayor, City of Lindale
105 Ballard Drive
Lindale, TX 75771

Honorable Robert Nelson:

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route and your support of the project.

We hope to further advance this project once the public hearing process is completed
and the environmental process is approved.

Right-of-way appraisal and acquisition will be accomplished by the NET RMA after
environmental approval.

Again , thank you for your comments and concerns regarding this project and if you have
any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at (903) 510
9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

Ie" , ,
ve~Jift
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGEST ION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPO RTUNITY · IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESE RVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPO RTATION ASSETS
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DISTRICT FILE

" I .Texas D~partmentof tr~n~portation
"

Mrs. Donna Liebbe
15191 FM 849
Lindale, TX 75771

Dear Mrs. Liebbe:

2709 W, FRONT STREET ' TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510-9100

March 21,2014

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route.

We share in your frustration on the amount of time it has taken the project to progress to
this point. It certainly is not our desire to cause delay in your plans for your property .
However, in dealing with the multiple issues, rules and regulations , and federal and
state agencies for a project of this magnitude, it takes time to bring things to resolution.

The public hearing phase of a project comes near the very end of the environmental
process. Once the public hearing phase is completed and the Federal Highway
Adminis tration is satisfied, the Project will be issued a Record of Decision (ROD) which
is the final environmental clearance for the project. Once the ROD is received the
Northeast Texas Regional Mobility Authority will be clear to begin the right-of-way
acquisition process.

Again, thank you for your comments and concerns regard ing this project and if you have
any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at (903) 510
9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov ,

S(~
Vernon Webb , P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDU CE CONGESTION · ENHANCE SAFETY · EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY · IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
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DlS1RICTFILE

" I ,Texas Department of trt}nsportation
2709 W. FRONT STREET ' TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

March 21, 2014

Mr. Bill Liebbe
15191 FM 849
Lindale, TX 75771

Dear Mr. Liebbe:

Thank you for your comments concerning the right-of-way acquisition process for the
proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Rel ief Route,

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(90'3) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov,

Sincerely,

k tm
Vernon Webb, P,E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS
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DISTRICT Fll.E

'. I .Texas Department of rr~nsportation
2709 W. FRONT STREET · TYLER. TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510-9100

March 21,2014

Mr. Jim Mallory
601 Yesterday
Lindale, TX 7577 1

Dear Mr. Mallory:

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route and your support of the project through the many years of development.

We hope to further advance this project once the public hearing process is completed
and the environmental process is approved .

Right-of-way appraisal and acqu isit ion will be accomplished by the NET RMA after
environmental approval.

Again, thank you for your comments and concerns regarding this project and if you have
any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at (903) 510 
9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

S(~
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOM IC OPPORTUNITY • IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRAN SPORTATION ASSETS

An Equal Opportunity Employer



DISTRICT FILE

" I ,Texas Department of rr~nsportation
2709 W. FRONT STREET · TYLER , TE XA S 75702 • (903) 5 10-9 100

March 21,2014

Mr. Jeff Head
15461 County Manor
Lindale, TX 7577 1

Dear Mr. Head:

Thanks for your comments at our January 9 Public Hearing.

Your concern about sales tax revenue is noted.

We' also noted that the local community leaders that spoke on January 9 see the project
as an economic development engine and tax revenue booster.

As far as businesses on existing US 69, any negative affect of the project should be
negligible. Traffic theory in these situations holds that through traffic will gravitate to the
new reliever route while traffic that has a destination in Lindale will still use US 69.
Traffic studies still show traffic growth on US 69. It is however manageable with the
proposed reliever route in place.

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot. gov.

[iJt-
Vernon Webb , P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION · ENHANCE SAFETY · EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY • IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPOR1ATION ASSETS

An EqualOpportunity Employor



DISTRICT FILE
•

'. I .Texas Department of Trensportstion
2709 W. FRONT STREET ' TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

March 21,2014

Mr. Gary D. Jackso n
P.O. Box 1210
Lindale , TX 75771

Dear Mr. Jackson :

Thank you for your comment of support for the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief
route and for your desire to see the project completed as soon as possible .

If you have any future questions concerning this project , please contact Dale Booth at
(90'3) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

"leJ)$;
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director , Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGEST ION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS

An EqualOpportunity Emp/oyor



DISTRICT FILE

" I ,Texas Department of Trensportetton
2709 W, FRONT STREET · TYLER , TEXAS 75702 . (903) 510-9100

March 21, 2014

Mr. Gary Halbrooks
909 ESE LP 323 - Suite 360
Tyler , TX 75701

Dear Mr. Halbrooks:

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route and your continued support of the project.

We hope to furthe r advance this project once the public hearing process is completed
and the environmental process is approved ,

As you are well aware , right-of-way appraisal and acquisition will be accomplished by
the NETRMA after environmental approval.

Again, thank you for your comments regarding this project and if you have any future
questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at (903) 510-9113 or
dale .booth@txdot.gov,

t»
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION · ENHANCE SAFETY · EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY • IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS

An Equal Opportumty Employer



DISTRICT FILE

'. I .Texas Department of Treneportetion
2709 W. FRONT ST RE ET · TY LE R, TEXA S 75702 • (903) 5 10-9100.,

March 21,2014

Mr. Kevin Freudiger
1319 Brundidge Drive
Wylie, TX 75098

Dear Mr. Freudiger:

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief Route. You state you have a concern with your approximate 200 acres being
landlocked by the project . Usual right-of-way procedure includes paying for the
appraised value of the right-of-way purchased as well as appraised damages for the
landlocked remainder.

Another concern you stated was that the Lindale Relief Route would be constructed as
a Toll Road. The reason this project is to be constructed as a toll road is that it will
allow the project to be funded and constructed sooner. In today 's financial climate,
alternative funding mechanisms such as tolling are necessary in order to advance large
projects such as the Lindale Reliever Route.

Again , thank you for your comments and concerns regarding this project and if you have
any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at (903) 510
9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

rUt
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS

An Equal Opportunity Employer



DISTRICT FILE

" I ,Texas Department of trC}nsportation
2709 W, FRONT STREET · TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9 100

'.
March 21,2014

Mr. D.M Edwards
3600 Jill Circle
Tyler , TX 75701

Dear Mr. Edwards:

Thank you for your comments of support from the Timberline Baptist Camp &
Conference Center for the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief route. We will keep you
apprised on future developments of the project.

If y'ou have any future questions concerning this project , please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

Sincere ly,

L1JJJr
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director , Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY ' EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPO RTUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS

An Equal Opportunity Employer



DISTRICT FILE

'. I .Texas Department of trC!nsportation
2709 W. FRONT STREET ' TYLER. TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

March 21 ,2014

Mr. WO. Craig
P.O. Box 956
Lindale, TX 75771

Dear Mr. Craig :

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route.

Initially, seven corridors were established as possible routes for this project. Through
extensive analysis these corridors were pared down to alternatives "D" and "G". We
feel Alternative G is the best alternative to accomplish the need and purpose for the
project. Through our analysis to date, Alternative G in its present alignment represents
the best balance for reducing and balancing impacts to the various resources we must
consider during route selection . We have no plans at this time to extend the Lindale
Reliever Route east of US 69 north of Lindale.

Again, thank you for your comments and concerns regarding this project and if you have
any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at (903) 510
9113 or da le.booth@txdot.gov.

S(Wt
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION ' ENHANCE SAFETY , EXPAND ECONOM IC OPPOR TUNITY • IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPO RTATION ASSETS

An EqualOpportunity Employor
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j

" I ,Texas Department of rr~nsportation
2709 W. FRONT STREET · TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

March 21, 2014

Mr. Derrell Cooper
602 Golden Rd. - Apt. 228
Tyler, TX 75701

Dear Mr. Cooper:

Thank you for your comment of support for the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief
route.

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

riJI
Vernon Webb, P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION · ENHANCE SAFETY · EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS

An EqualOpportunity Employer



DISTRICT FILE

'. I ,Texas Department of trC}nsportation
2709 W. FRONT STREET ' TYLER. TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510·9100

March 21 , 20 14

Mr. Demetr io Cappello
19588 Hwy. 69 North
Lindale, TX 75771

Dear Mr. Cappello:

Thank you for your comments concerning the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale
Relief route .

Initially, seven corridors were established as possib le routes for this project. Through
extensive analysis these corridors were pared down to alternatives "D" and "G". We
feel Alternative G is the best alternative to accomplish the need and purpose for the
project. Through our analysis to date, A lternative G in its present alignment represents
the best balance for reducing and balancing impacts to the various resources we mus t
cons ide r during route selection. We have no plans at this time to extend the Lindale
Relieve r Rout e east of US 69 north of Lindale into Gregg County.

Again, thank you for you r com ments and concerns regarding this projec t and if you have
any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at (903) 510 
9113 or dale .booth@txdot.gov.

Vernon Webb, P.E.
Directo r, Tra nsportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION · ENHANCE SAFETY · EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPOR TUNITY ' IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS

An EquBf Opportunity Employer



DISTRICT FILE

" I ,Texas Department of Trensportetion
2709 W. FRONT STREET · TYLER, TEXAS 75702 ' (903) 510-9100

March 21, 2014

Dr. Howard Beggs
16539 FM 16 W
Lindale, TX 7577 1

Dear Dr. Beggs:

Thank you for your comments on the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief route. You
have indicated you are frustrated with time that it is taking to arrive at a final route.

We agree and we share in your frustration at some of the aspects of the process . It
certainly is not our desire to cause delay in your plans for your property. However, in
dealing with the multiple issues, rules and regulations , and federal and state agencies
for a project of this magn itude, it takes time to bring things to resolution .

The Public Hearing Phase of a project comes near the very end of the environmental
process . Once the Public Hearing Phase is completed and the Federal Highway
Administration is satisfied, the Project will be issued a Record of Decision (ROD) which
is the final environmental clearance for the project. We anticipate the ROD by
December of this year and after that, the Northeast Texas Regional Mobility Authority
will be clear to begin the right-of-way acquis ition process and the process for
purchasing your property will begin.

If you have any future questions concerning this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov.

sr 'Wk
Vernon Webb , P.E.
Director , Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION - ENHANCE SAFETY - EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPOR TUNITY - IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS

An Equal Opportumty Employer



DISTRICT FILE,
'. I .Texas Department of tr~nsportation

2709 W. FRONT STREET ' TYLE R. TEXAS 75 702 ' (903) 5 10-9 100

March 21, 2014

Mr. Chris Banks
P.O. Box 2613
Lindale, TX 75771

Dear Mr. Banks:

Thank you for your comments supporting the US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Relief route.

TxDOT has long supported bicycles on TxDOT infrastructure. However, the Northeast
Texas Regiona l Mobil ity Authority (NETRMA) will build and operate the Lindale Reliever
Route and will make the determination whether or not to allow bicyc les on the facility .

If you have any future questions concern ing this project, please contact Dale Booth at
(903) 510-9113 or dale.booth@txdot.gov

t 'iw
Vernon Webb , P.E.
Director, Transportation Planning & Dev.

THE TEXAS PLAN

REDUCE CONGESTION · ENHANCE SAFETY · EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY • IMPROVE AIR OUALITY
PRESERVE THE VALUE OF TRANSPORTATION ASSETS

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Jay Tullos

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jay Tullos
Thursday, March 27, 2014 3:47 PM
Jay Tullos
FW: Response from Smith County Historical Commission

From: JayTullos
Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2014 1:45 PM
To: 'Carol Kehl'
Subject: RE: Response from Smith County Historical Commission

Thank you for your review of the Cultural Resources portions of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the

Lindale Reliever Route for Loop 49 North, You have indicated that Alternative G would be preferred by your

Commission. As the DEIS indicates, Alternative G is the technically Preferred Alternative and we are pursuing this

alternative at this time, If you have further questions, please contact Vernon Webb at 903-510-9296 or
Vernon.Webb@Txdot.gov

From: Carol Kehl [mailto:ckehl@suddenlink.net]
Sent: Sunday, January 19, 2014 4:46 PM
To: TYL_LindaleRelieverRoute
Subject: Response from Smith County Historical Commission

As a member of Smith County Historical Commission} I have read and studied those portions of the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement for the Lindale Reliever Route for Loop 49 North that are subject to our

interests---potential adverse effects of cultural resources. I contacted one of our Smith County Historical

Society members who has lived for decades in Lindale and also Carolyn Caldwell} City Secretary of Lindale} for

additional information. It appears that the mitigation activities already performed in the Area of Potential

Effects and those that would be preformed} depending on which route is selected} satisfy legal
requirements. Both Alternatives D and G seem to meet project needs and purposes} but G would be preferred

by our Commission because the impact of known cultural resources in that area is less according to what is
written in the impact statement.

Carol Kehl, member} Smith County Historical Commission

1



Jay Tullos

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mr. Cumbie,

Jay Tullos
Friday, March 281 2014 9:41 AM
'Bill Cumbie'
Dale Booth
RE: Toll 49 Lindale Reliever Route

Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route. You stated you
believe the reduction in traffic on US-69 through Lindale to be provided by the Toll 49 Lindale Reliever Route is being
overstated. This is particularly true as regards to the 18 wheel truck traffic. Primarily this is due to the proposal being for
a toll road versus non-toll. That said, I oppose Route Alternative D. Route Alternative G is acceptable.

Response: Traffic projections used to estimate the reduction of traffic on US69 through Lindale and the amount of
traffic including trucks using Toll 49 were developed by the TxDOT Planning and Programming Division using state wide
traffic modeling methods and procedures for consistent highway planning purposes. Regardless of the amount of traffic
including trucks redirected to Toll 49, implementing this project will reduce future traffic on US69through Lindale from
what it would be without the reliever route. Your opposition to Alternative D and support for Alternative G has been
noted.

If you have further questions, please contact Vernon Webb at (903) 510-9296 or Vernon.Webb@txdot.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: Bill Cumbie [mailto:billcumbie@att.net]
Sent: Friday, January 17,20143:45 PM
To: TYL_LindaleRelieverRoute
Cc: Bill Cumbie
Subject: Toll 49 Lindale Reliever Route

To Whom It May Concern,

I believe the reduction in traffic on US-69 through Lindale to be
provided by the Toll 49 Lindale Reliever Route is being overstated.
This is particularly true as regards the 18 wheel truck traffic.
Primarily this is due to the proposal being for a toll road versus non- toll.

That said, I oppose Route Alternative D. Route Alternative G is acceptable.

Sincerely,

William Cumbie
Lindale, TX.

1
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I Texas Department of Transportation
125 EAST11TH STREET I AUSTIN, TEXAS78701-2483 I (512) 463-8588 I WWW.TXDOT.GQV

May 7,2014

Karen B. Hardin
Habitat Assessment Biologist
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program, Wildlife Division
Texas Parks & Wildlife Department
4200 Smith School Road
Austin, Texas 78744-3291

Re: Response to December 20, 2013, Comment Letter to Mr. Carlos Swonke
US 69/Loop 49 North Lindale Reliever Route (Smith County)
FHWA-TX-EIS-08-01-D, CSJ 0190-04-033
TPWD Project Number 32103

Dear Ms. Hardin:

Thank you for your comments on this current Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DIES). We have
appreciated guidance provided by the TPWD according to SAFETEA-LU procedures as a participating
agency present at the table during the coordination planning process and the four participating
agency meetings during the scoping and DEIS preparation phases stretching from 2006-2008.
Below you will find summaries of your DEIS comments and the TxDOT responses to the comments in
the order they appear in your letter. In order to facilitate coordination, the comment summaries,
recommendations and TxDOT responses are numbered and categorized.

1. TxDOT-TPWD Memorandum of Understanding
a. Comment Summarv: The new TxDOT-TPWD Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)for

environmental review of transportation projects became effective September 1, 2013,
and supersedes previous MOU and MOA documents. A search of the EPA Draft Lindale
Draft EIS - October 312013.pdf (DEIS) document revealed the DEIS contains references
to the old MOUand MOA on pages 91, 92, 224, 226, and 227.

b. Recommendation: TPWD recommends the DEIS be updated to reflect the new MOU,and
an assessment using the Ecological Mapping System of Texas (EMST) is recommended.

c. Response: Both ecological field work supporting this DEIS and the majority of the drafting
of the text of this DEIS were completed in a manner compliant with the former MOU and
MOA which were in place in 2008 and have been in a TxDOT/FHWA review process since
that time. Since project coordination with the TPWD and the work on the project are from
this timeframe, TxDOT is not inclined to update DEIS sections and/or references deemed
outdated by your agency in the FEIS to reflect the current TPWD-TxDOT MOU, nor conduct
an assessment using the EMST.

2. State Regulations - State-Listed Species

a. Comment Summary: The DEIS Sections III.G.5.a and IV.GA.b indicate that habitat for
nine state-listed threatened species occurs in the project area for both build alternatives.

OUR GOALS
MAINTAIN A SAFESYSTEM • ADDRESS CONGESTION • CONNECT TEXAS COMMUNITIES· BEST IN CLASS STATE AGENCY

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Ms. Karen B. Hardin 2 May7,2014

b. The project indicates that individuals may be impacted, but that the project is not likely to
negatively impact these species. Because state-listed species are rare and possibly

declining in the project area, loss of individuals could affect local populations. The
TxDOT-TPWD Programmatic Agreement (PA) for Best Management Practices (BMPs) for
Species under the 2013 MOU provides BMPs to minimize potential impacts to state
listed species and Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN).

c. Recommendation: Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) recommends the EIS
include a commitment from TxDOT to utilize the PABMPs for the nine state-listed species
that are identified in the DEIS Section IV.GA.b as potentially being impacted by the
project. Please note it is the responsibility of the project proponent to comply with all
federal, state, and local laws that protect fish and wildlife, and direct take of a state
listed species as a result of the project would be in violation of state law. Applying the PA
BMPs would aid in reducing such risk.

d. Response: As stated in the first response, since this field work and document pre-date
the 2013 MOU and coordination with the TPWD was conducted as a part of the SAFETEA
LU process during scoping and project development, TxDOT does not plan to further
coordinate this project with the TPWD as might be required under the current MOU. The
project will most likely be finally designed and constructed under the direction of the
Northeast Texas Mobility Authority (NETRMA) who will be responsible for compliance with
all federal, state and local laws that protect fish and wildlife. Similarly, they will be
responsible for minimizing impacts to and avoiding take of state-listed species and
SGCN. TxDOT will provide input and oversight during the project transition process to
minimize risk, but is not comfortable binding the NETRMA with PA BMPs from an MOU
they are not a party to.

3. State Regulations - Aquatic Resources (mussels)

a. Comment: TPWD Code Section 1.011 grants TPWD authority to regulate and conserve
aquatic animal life of public waters. Title 31, Chapter 57, Subchapter B, Section 57.157
of Texas Administrative Code (TAC) regulates take of mussels which are not limited to
state-listed mussels. Section 12.301 of TPW Code identifies liability for wildlife taken in
violation of the TPWD Code or a regulation adopted under TPWD Code.

b. Recommendation: TPWD recommends that impact avoidance measures for aquatic
organisms, including all native freshwater mussel species regardless of state-listing
status, be considered during project planning and construction activities.

c. Response: Comment and recommendation noted. Impact avoidance measures for
aquatic organisms, including all native freshwater mussels, will be considered during
project planning and construction activities.

4. State Regulations - Aquatic Resources (stream crossing impacts)

a. Comment Summary: Road crossings fragment stream and riparian corridor habitat and
create barriers to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife migration along the stream system.
Constructing bridges that span creeks and floodplains reduces stream and riparian
impacts and allow for passage of aquatic organisms and wildlife. Culverts and pipes
disrupt stream beds and limit movement of aquatic wildlife in the stream system,
especially during low-flow conditions. Riprap used for erosion control in or along streams
amplifies the limitations for wildlife. Wildlife may cross roadways in culverts or under
bridge spans if adequate space is provided both horizontally and vertically. The DEIS did

OUR GOALS
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Ms. Karen B. Hardin 3 May 7, 2014

not identify the type of structure or the designs/plan for potential stream and wetland
crossings associated with each build alternative.

b. Recommendation 1: TPWD recommends the EIS identify the feasibility of installing bridge
spans rather than culverts to minimize impacts to stream characteristics and to allow for
adequate upstream/downstream migration of aquatic and terrestrial species, where
feasible. If culverts, rather than bridge spans, are necessary at some crossings, TPWD
recommends they be placed so that the upstream and downstream floor of the culvert
matches the existing flowline of the stream. Additionally, TPWD recommends that culvert
profiles mimic the current channel by providing a deeper low-flow channel, because the
wide, flat bottom of a square culvert spreads out the flow, creating a shallower water
depth which may prevent passage of aquatic organisms. Arch, bottomless culvert
designs should also be considered to reduce impacts to aquatic resources.

c. Recommendation 2: TPWD recommends that bridge spans and culverts include a design
that provides adequate vertical and horizontal clearances under the roadway to allow for
terrestrial wildlife to safely pass under the road. TPWD recommends a wide enough span
to cross the stream and allow for some dry ground or an artificial ledge inside the culvert
on one or both sides for use by terrestrial wildlife.

d. Recommendation 3: When riprap or other bank stabilization devices are necessary, their
placement should not impede the movement of aquatic and terrestrial wildlife
underneath the bridge. In some instances, rip rap may be buried, back-filled with topsoil
and planted with native vegetation. As an alternative to riprap, TPWD recommends
considering biotechnical streambank stabilization methods using live native vegetation or
a combination of vegetative and structural materials.

e. Response: Comment and recommendations noted. Bridge and/or culvert design has not
been finalized at each crossing. TxDOT and the NETRMA will consider bridge spans,
culverts which match existing flow lines and mimic existing channel characteristics
during final design. Similarly, TxDOT and the NETRMA will evaluate providing adequate
vertical and horizontal clearances and a wide enough span with dry ground or an artificial
ledge to facilitate crossings by terrestrial wildlife species during final design. Lastly,
TxDOT and the NETRMAwill consider wildlife movement in selecting and installing
streambank stabilization devices such as rip rap, live native vegetation or a combination
of vegetative and structural materials in final design and construction phases.

5. State Regulations - Aquatic Resources (Introduction and stocking of fish, shellfish, and
aquatic plants into waters of the state)

a. Comment Summarv: Dewatering and construction activities can impact aquatic
resources through stranding fish and mussels and/or trample, dredge or fill over
stationary species like plants and mussels. To avoid or reduce impacts, TPWD may
require relocating aquatic life to an area of suitable habitat outside the project footprint.
Relocation activities are done under the authority of a TPWD Permit to Introduce Fish,
Shellfish or Aquatic Plants into Public Waters. Aquatic Resource Relocation Plans are
used to plan resource handling activities and assist in the permitting process. If
dewatering activities and other project-related activities cause mortality to fish and
wildlife species, then the responsible party would be subject to investigation by the TPWD
Kills and Spills Team (KAST) and will be liable for the value of the lost resources under
the authority of TPW Code Sections 12.0011 (b) (1) and 12.301. The DEIS Section
IV.G.2.b indicates that temporary and/or permanent fill to waters of the U.S. may occur
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Ms. Karen B. Hardin 4 May 7,2014

and that crossings may be bridged and/or converted. Although the DEIS indicates that
most aquatic resources that may occur in the project streams would be able to
temporarily relocate upstream or downstream during construction, the DEIS did not
identify that mussels potentially occurring in the project area are essentially immobile,
thus temporary and/or permanent fills or dewatering could impact mussels, where they
occur.

b. Recommendation: If construction occurs during times when water is present in streams
and dewatering activities or other harmful construction activities are involved, then TPWD
may require relocating potentially impacted native aquatic resources (i.e., fish, turtles,
mussels) in conjunction with a Permit to Introduce Fish, Shellfish or Aquatic Plants into
Public Waters and an Aquatic Resource Relocation Plan. Aquatic Resource Relocation
Plans can be submitted to Greg Conley, TPWD Region 2 KAST at 903-566-2518 or
greg.conley@tpwd.texas.gov to initiate coordination for a Permit to Introduce Fish,
Shellfish, or Aquatic Plants into Public Waters.

c. Response: Section IV.G.3.b. of the DEIS addresses impacts to slow or sessile creatures,
avoiding and minimizing impacts to waterways and aquatic species, and restoring
flowlines and grades of streams. TxDOT and the NETRMA will consider the potential
TPWD requirement to relocate aquatic species and associated permit and plan as a part
of the overall Environmental Compliance Management program during the final design
and construction process.

6. State Regulations - Aquatic Resources (stream habitat and aquatic life impacts)

a. Comment Summarv: Intermittent and smaller perennial streams provide important
spawning and nursery habitat for fish as well as providing invertebrate, detritus, and
other organic matter to downstream food webs. Fish are essential to the mussel life
cycle as they serve as mussel larvae hosts. Because the waters of the project area may
provide important fish habitat, avoiding impacts to stream habitat, fish, mussels and
other aquatic life during construction is encouraged.

b. Recommendation: To minimize disturbance to streams and to minimize impacts to
aquatic life, TPWD recommends allowing personnel and equipment to enter streams only
when essential to the work being done. Because work would be conducted within
riparian areas, only vegetation impeding construction should be removed, equipment
should not be driven over vegetation when it is extremely wet, and heavy machinery
should not be stored on vegetative cover for long periods of time. Protective mats should
be utilized during construction to reduce the amount of soil and root disturbance and aid
in the recovery of plants.

c. Response: Comment and recommendation noted. TxDOT and the NETRMA will provide
written and verbal guidance to the selected contractor(s) to limit personnel and
equipment in streams and riparian areas to essential work periods, limiting vegetation
removal and impacts during wet periods, providing appropriate vegetated, upland
equipment storage areas, and utilizing protective mats.

7. State Fish and Wildlife Resources - Texas Natural Diversity Database

a. Comment: The DEIS includes a June 8, 2009, review of the TXNDD. Because it has been
approximately 4 years since TxDOT obtained TXNDD data for this project, TPWD has
checked the TXNDD to see if any additional data has been mapped within the project
area. No new occurrences have been recorded in the TXNDD within 1.5 miles of the
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project at the time of this review. The DEIS Section III.G.5.a correctly states that a known
TXNDD record of the Rough-stem aster (Symphyotrichum puniceum var. scabricau/e), a
SGCN, occurs within 0.8 mile of the proposed project. The DEIS indicates that suitable
habitat for the Rough-stem aster occurs within the project area, but that no specimens
were observed during field investigations. TPWDexpresses concern that field work was
not conducted during the blooming period of the Rough-stem aster.

b. Recommendation: TPWD strongly recommends the EIS include a TxDOT commit to
provide adequate pre-construction surveys for the Rough-stem aster. Surveys should be
conducted by qualified individuals during the flowering season and in areas of suitable
habitat where temporary or permanent impacts may occur as a result of any of the build
alternatives. If the species is detected, please coordinate with TPWD to determine
potential protection or mitigation actions.

c. Response: Comment and recommendation noted. A TxNDD search was conducted on
April 2, 2013, in support of the DEIS, but the date reference below Table 27 was
unfortunately not updated to reflect the current state of the database reference. Since
the species has no statutory protection, no survey for the Rough-stem aster was
conducted during its peak fall blooming period to definitively determine presence or
absence. TxDOT and the NETRMA will consider potential occurrence and avoidance of
the Rough-stem aster as a part of the overall Environmental Compliance Management
program during the final design and construction process.

8. State Fish and Wildlife Resources - Texas Natural Diversity Database & Rough-stem aster

a. Comment Summary: The DEIS Section VII.B.1 addresses potential mitigation for impacts
to locally rare or unique habitats, however the DEIS indicates that no locally rare, unique
or important habitats occur in the project area. If results of adequate surveys for Rough
stem aster reveal occurrences within the project's area of impact, then locally rare and
unique resources would be present within the project area.

b. Recommendation: TPWD strongly recommends the EIS include a TxDOT commit to
provide mitigation measures if Rough-stem aster is detected during surveys and where
impacts cannot be avoided.

c. Response: While DEIS revisions to this effect are not anticipated, TxDOT and the NET
RMA will consider potential occurrence and avoidance of the Rough-stem aster and its
habitat as a part of the overall Environmental Compliance Management program during
the final design and construction process.

9. State Fish and Wildlife Resources - SGCN

a. Comment Summary: SGCN shown on the TPWD County Lists of Rare Species are to be
assessed for impacts under the new MOU. The DEIS Sections III.G.5.a and IV.GAb
includes SGCN and indicate that habitat for thirteen SGCN occurs in the project area for
both build alternatives. The project indicates that individuals may be impacted, but that
the project is not likely to negatively impact these species. Because SGCN species are
rare and possibly declining in the project area, loss to individuals could affect local
populations of the species.

b. Recommendation: As previously discussed in the State-listed Species section above and
to minimize the project's potential impacts, TPWD recommends the EIS include a
commitment from TxDOT to utilize the PA BMPs for thirteen SGCN that are identified in
the DEIS Section IV.GA.b as potentially being impacted by the project.
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c. Response: While DEIS revisions to this effect are not anticipated, TxDOT and the NET
RMA will consider potential occurrence and avoidance of SGCN and their habitat as a
part of the overall Environmental Compliance Management program during the final
design and construction process

10. State Fish and Wildlife Resources - SGCN

a. Comment Summary: The Executive Summary for impacts to ecological resources does
not include the potential impact to thirteen SGCN as a result of the build alternatives.
The Executive Summary also indicates that impacts to the landscape would be reduced
wherever possible through the maintenance of vegetation within the proposed ROW.
TPWD does not understand the meaning of this statement because typically
maintenance of the ROW involves mowing that reduces habitat available for wildlife.

b. Recommendation: TPWD recommends the Executive Summary include potential impacts
to thirteen SGCN and clarification of the statement regarding maintenance of the ROW.

c. Response: The maintenance of vegetation sentence was intended to reflect the intent to
maintain (not clear) as much native vegetation as possible. That sentence will be
clarified in the Executive Summary. Since the DEIS will not be revised to include 2013
MOU language in the existing and affected environment chapters, the reference to SGCN
species in the Executive Summary would be incongruous and, therefore, will not be
included.

11. State Fish and Wildlife Resources - Riparian Vegetation

a. Comment Summary: The project will impact approximate 5.77 acres of riparian
vegetation (Alternative G) and 8.08 acres riparian vegetation (Alternative D). This
amount exceeds the new MOUtrigger of 0.10 acre. The DEIS Section VII.B.l indicates
that compensatory mitigation for loss to riparian habitat would not be offered because
riparian habitat extends outside the project area and would not be considered locally rare
or unique. TPWD considers the project's 5.77 to 8.08 acres of loss to riparian vegetation
a considerable amount of loss to important ecological habitat.

b. Recommendation: Because the project will greatly exceed the riparian impact trigger of
the new MOU, TPWD recommends the EIS include a commitment from TxDOT to provide
compensatory mitigation for loss of riparian habitat at a 1:1 minimum ratio. Such
mitigation could occur as in-lieu fee to TPWD for use towards a habitat restoration or
conservation project. Aggregating in-lieu mitigation from multiple TxDOT projects toward
a more meaningful habitat improvement project is acceptable.

c. Response: Comment and recommendation noted. Project design engineers minimized
riparian impacts to the extent possible and consider 5.77 acres or 1.4 percent of overall
impact to riparian vegetation on a 7A-mile-long, 427.5-acre new location right of way in
East Texas to be a reasonable outcome. As stated, given the age of this field work and
DEIS document and prior TPWD coordination during scoping and project development
phases, TxDOT does not plan to further coordinate this project with the TPWD under the
2013 MOU.

12. Conclusion

a. Comment: Based on the information presented in the DEIS, TPWD does not anticipate
that adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resource would be of enough significance to
eliminate either of the build alternatives from consideration; however, TPWD strongly
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encourages implementation of the recommendations presented in this review to reduce
potential adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Thus, TPWD has no objection to
the No Build alternative and finds build alternatives D or G acceptable. Because lack of
direct access lessens the amount of development along roadways which also reduces
impacts to fish and wildlife habitat, TPWD supports the proposed full control -of-access for
the project.

b. Response: TxDOT appreciates the time and effort exerted by staff to prepare the detailed
comments provided in the December 20, 2013, letter. TxDOT also appreciates the lack
of overall objection to the project and will work in good faith to further develop this
project with the NETRMAto avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts to fish and
wildlife resources.

Sincerely,

/..,t~4
Carlos Swonke, P.G.
Director of Environmental Affairs

cc: Lindsey Kimmitt
Dale Booth
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TXDOT CERTIFICATION OF PUBLIC HEARING

Project Number: EIS# 08-01-D

County: Smith

CSJ: 0190-04-033

Highway name and project limits: US 69/Loop 49 Lindale Reliever Route from Interstate Highway (IH)

20 to US Highway (US) 69 north of Lindale

This is to certify that:

• A public hearing has been held, covering the project location and design, on January 9, 2014.

• The economic and social effects of the project location, design, and impact on the environment

have been considered.

• The statutory provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 were considered in determining

economic, social, and environmental effects.

• The project is consistent with the goals and objectives of urban planning, as promulgated by the

community.

Date Randy Ho n, P.E.

District Engineer

Tyler District
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epic.dgn

12-12-2011 (DS)

I. STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION-CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 402

    ACT SECTIONS 401 AND 404

II. WORK IN OR NEAR STREAMS, WATERBODIES AND WETLANDS CLEAN WATER

They may need to be notified prior to construction activities.

List MS4 Operator(s) that may receive discharges from this project.

Temporary Vegetation

Blankets/Matting

Mulch

Sodding

Interceptor Swale

Diversion Dike

Erosion Control Compost

Mulch Filter Berm and Socks

Compost Filter Berm and Socks

Erosion Control Compost

Mulch Filter Berm and Socks

Compost Filter Berm and Socks

Silt Fence

Rock Berm

Triangular Filter Dike

Sand Bag Berm

Straw Bale Dike

Brush Berms

Stone Outlet Sediment Traps

Sediment Basins

Vegetative Filter Strips

Retention/Irrigation Systems

Extended Detention Basin

Constructed Wetlands

Wet Basin

Erosion Control Compost

Mulch Filter Berm and Socks

Compost Filter Berm and Socks

Vegetation Lined Ditches

Sand Filter Systems

and post-project TSS.

and check Best Management Practices planned to control erosion, sedimentation 

Required Actions: List waters of the US permit applies to, location in project 

Action No.

No Action Required Required Action

III. CULTURAL RESOURCES

work in the immediate area and contact the Engineer immediately.

archeological artifacts (bones, burnt rock, flint, pottery, etc.) cease 

archeological artifacts are found during construction. Upon discovery of 

Refer to TxDOT Standard Specifications in the event historical issues or 

  

water bodies, rivers, creeks, streams, wetlands or wet areas.

USACE Permit required for filling, dredging, excavating or other work in any 

the following permit(s):  

The Contractor must adhere to all of the terms and conditions associated with 

No Permit Required

Nationwide Permit 14 - PCN Required (1/10 to <1/2 acre, 1/3 in tidal waters)

Individual 404 Permit Required

Other Nationwide Permit Required:  NWP#

wetlands affected)

Nationwide Permit 14 - PCN not Required (less than 1/10th acre waters or 

Best Management Practices:  

Erosion Sedimentation Post-Construction TSS

VI. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS OR CONTAMINATION ISSUES

General (applies to all projects):

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

 

    AND MIGRATORY BIRDS.

    CRITICAL HABITAT, STATE LISTED SPECIES, CANDIDATE SPECIES 

 V. FEDERAL LISTED, PROPOSED THREATENED, ENDANGERED SPECIES, 

No Action Required Required Action

Action No.

IV.  VEGETATION RESOURCES

Preserve native vegetation to the extent practical.

No Action Required Required Action

Action No.

2.

3.

4.

No Action Required Required Action

Action No.

3.

4.

15 working days prior to scheduled demolition.

activities as necessary.  The notification form to DSHS must be postmarked at least

the notification, develop abatement/mitigation procedures, and perform management

If "Yes",  then TxDOT must retain a DSHS licensed asbestos consultant to assist with 

If "Yes", then TxDOT is responsible for completing asbestos assessment/inspection.

If "No",  then no further action is required.

products which may be hazardous. Maintain product labelling as required by the Act.

compounds or additives. Provide protected storage, off bare ground and covered, for 

Paints, acids, solvents, asphalt products, chemical additives, fuels and concrete curing 

used on the project, which may include, but are not limited to the following categories: 

Obtain and keep on-site Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all hazardous products 

NOI:  Notice of Intent

NWP:  Nationwide Permit

NOT:  Notice of Termination

MBTA: Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MS4:  Municipal Separate Stormwater Sewer System

MOU:  Memorandum of Understanding

MOA:  Memorandum of Agreement

FHWA: Federal Highway Administration

DSHS: Texas Department of State Health Services

CGP:  Construction General Permit

BMP:  Best Management Practice

Contact the Engineer if any of the following are detected:

    *  Evidence of leaching or seepage of substances

    *  Undesirable smells or odors

    *  Trash piles, drums, canister, barrels, etc.

    *  Dead or distressed vegetation (not identified as normal)

replacements (bridge class structures not including box culverts)?

Does the project involve any bridge class structure rehabilitation or 

Yes No

(includes regional issues such as Edwards Aquifer District, etc.)

Action No.

No Action Required Required Action

Are the results of the asbestos inspection positive (is asbestos present)?

Yes No

VII. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Item 1122.

disturbed soil must protect for erosion and sedimentation in accordance with

required for projects with 1 or more acres disturbed soil.  Projects with any

TPDES TXR 150000: Stormwater Discharge Permit or Construction General Permit

ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS,

ISSUES AND COMMITMENTS

Standard
Division
Design

Engineer immediately.

are discovered, cease work in the immediate area, and contact the 

nesting season of the birds associated with the nests. If caves or sinkholes 

work may not remove active nests from bridges and other structures during 

do not disturb species or habitat and contact the Engineer immediately. The 

If any of the listed species are observed, cease work in the immediate area, 

provided with personal protective equipment appropriate for any hazardous materials used.

making workers aware of potential hazards in the workplace. Ensure that all workers are 

hazardous materials by conducting safety meetings prior to beginning construction and 

Comply with the Hazard Communication Act (the Act) for personnel who will be working with 

of all product spills.

immediately. The Contractor shall be responsible for the proper containment and cleanup 

in accordance with safe work practices, and contact the District Spill Coordinator 

In the event of a spill, take actions to mitigate the spill as indicated in the MSDS, 

Maintain an adequate supply of on-site spill response materials, as indicated in the MSDS. 

scheduled demolition. 

If "No",  then TxDOT is still required to notify DSHS 15 working days prior to any 

asbestos consultant in order to minimize construction delays and subsequent claims.

activities and/or demolition with careful coordination between the Engineer and 

In either case, the Contractor is responsible for providing the date(s) for abatement 

USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

T&E:   Threatened and Endangered Species

TxDOT: Texas Department of Transportation

TPWD:  Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

TPDES: Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

TCEQ:  Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

PSL:   Project Specific Location

PCN:   Pre-Construction Notification

SW3P:  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

SPCC:  Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure

includes, as required, posting a site notice and NOI for the PSL.

Page 55.) The total disturbed on the project and the contractors PSL. This

Maintenance of Highways, Streets, and Bridges (2004 Edition, Section 7.19.F,

for the PSL as defined in the Standard Specifications for Construction and 

file a NOI and coordinate with TECQ for CGP. The contractor is responsible

1. The project disturbs five or more acres of surface area: TxDOT must

    future nests building.

    activity begins, deterrent materials may be applied to the structures to prevent 

    all nests become inactive. After inactive nests are removed and/or before nests 

 B. On/in structures, if there are any active nests, they shall not be removed until 

    shall not be removed until the nests become inactive.

    and/or flightless birds) at any time of year. If there are any active nests, they 

 A. Do not remove or destroy any active migratory bird nests (nests containing eggs 

following requirments:

MIGRATORY BIRD NESTS: Schedule construction activities as needed to meet the1.

Disturbed areas will be re-seeded with native vegetation where possible.1.

No Action Required Required Action

on site.  Hazardous Materials or Contamination Issues Specific to this Project:

Any other evidence indicating possible hazardous materials or contamination discovered 

1. Control Dust during construction. Follow Item 204.

2. Control construction emissions or spills. Follow Item 7.13.

3. Control noise during construction. Follow Item 7.18.

Action No.

0190 04

SMITHTYL

033 US 69

 

Engineer:  

P.E. Registration No.:  

Date:  

63174 

11/3/2014

  John B. Goodwin  

H.W. Lochner, Inc.

TBPE Firm Reg No.: 10488

This document is released

for the purpose of interim

documentation. Not intended

for permit, bidding or

construction.

4. Plug water wells to protect groundwater resources in accordance with TCEQ Requirements.

   and at locations fronting subdivisions where practical.

6. Minimize project visual impacts by depressing MLs north of IH 20, at FM 849, at CR 4118,

   unaccessible project area.

1. Complete surveys and applicable NRHP/SAL-eligibility testing in 

2. Avoid site 41sm388 or mitigate impacts.

5. Follow TCEQ Outdoor Burning Regulations.

   The Old Sabine Bottom Wildlife Management Area) or other approved wetland bank.

   Branch to be mitigated using TxDOT’s Anderson Tract Mitigation Project (aka, 

1. Permit for work at Stevenson Branch, Davis Branch, and Tributary to Davis 

   limited to be in those areas during essential work periods only.

2. Personnel and equipment entering streams and streamside (riparian) areas are 

   native vegetation.

   storage areas should be in upland areas, preferably in disturbed areas lacking 

   driven over vegetated areas during times of high soil moisture and equipment 

3. Only vegetation impeding construction will be removed, equipment should not be 

   area to 5 acres or more, submit NOI to TCEQ and the Engineer.

4. When Contractor project specific locations (PSL’s) increase disturbed soil 

   the site, accessible to the public and TCEQ, EPA or other inspectors.

3. Post Construction Site Notice (CSN) with SW3P information on or near 

   required by the Engineer.

2. Comply with the SW3P and revise when necessary to control pollution or 

   accordance with TPDES Permit TXR 150000

1. Prevent stormwater pollution by controlling erosion and sedimentation in 

   protective mats should be utilized to reduce soil and plant disturbance.

4. If heavy equipment must be stored on areas of undisturbed, native vegetation, 

permit can be found on the Bridge Layouts.

to be performed in the waters of the US requiring the use of a nationwide

The elevation of the ordinary high water marks of any areas requiring work 
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DISTRICT COUNTY CSJ HWY PHASE CITY PROJECT SPONSOR YOE CO ST

TOTAL

5,566,295

5,566 ,295

5.566.295 ·

$
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5.566,295 $
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0$ ($ ($$

$TOTAL:

LOCAL CONTR:

$ 5,566,295
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ROW PURCHASE: $ (........................................
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10 - TYLER SMITH 0190-04-033 US 69 E LINDALE

LIMITS FROM US 69, NORTH OF LINDALE, S REVIS ION DATE: 0712014

..H~.J:1:~.Tg' .I!j .,g.~J: .'~.19.J~.P. .1g.~.~T.~t'!~1!?~) MPO PROJ NUM: SM-30
PROJECT CONSTRUCT 2-LNS CONTROLLED ACC ESS TOLL ROAD ON NEW LOCATION AS EXTENSION OF FUNDING CAT(S): LC
DESCR: LP 49 (ULTIMATE 4-LANE FACILITY) (TOLL) , •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ ••
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P7. I FACllIT YUTOLL). S EG 4 POSS FUNDING SOURCES: TOll REVENUE

: BACKED BONDS, LOCAL LEVERAGE
----··-------··-------··-------··-------··--r-------··------- ..------- ..------- ..------- ..------- ..------- .. ---------- ..------- .. ----_.

TOTAL PROJECT COST INFORMATION AUTHORIZED FUNDING BY CATEGORY/SHARE

FEDERAL STATE LOCAL

TOTAL PRJ COST: $ 75,506,46 2

PHASE: C = CONSTRU CTION, E = ENGINEERING , R = ROW, T =TRANSFER

• FUNDING NOT FIXED
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